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Students who struggle with reading in their elementary years are likely to make poor 
academic progress, leave school before graduation, and struggle in the workplace. The 
district leaders at 24 K-5 elementary schools in a large Midwestern district were 
interested in a formative reading program evaluation to determine reading program 
effectiveness. This mixed methods study, approached from a cognitive and social 
theoretical framework, was a formative evaluation of the Balanced Literacy Reading 
Program implementation at these elementary schools. The purpose of this study was to 
capture the K-5 classroom teachers’ (n = 113), instructional coaches’ (n = 18), and 
principals’ (n = 32) perceptions of the program in regard to the resources, staff 
development, leadership support, and impact on students and teachers. A parallel survey 
with both Likert and short-answer items was designed for each participant group based 
on these 4 categories. Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and 
qualitative data were analyzed with open coding and thematic analysis. The primary 
finding was that participants in all 3 groups cited a need for professional development in 
the area of increasing student reading proficiency to grade level and beyond. As a result 
of the findings, a professional learning community was designed with a focus on in-depth 
collaboration to increase teacher knowledge and student achievement. District leaders 
were presented with the results of this study and recommendations for program 
improvement. These recommended improvements can impact social change by increasing 
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Section 1: The Problem 
Introduction 
All national, state, and local stakeholders must embrace literacy proficiency for 
all students. Teachers must engage in data-driven instruction and the continuous 
evolution of reading programs based on research. The purpose of this study was to 
conduct a formative evaluation of the Balanced Literacy Reading Program 
implementation at the K-5 elementary schools located in a large central Minnesota 
district. The process of learning to read has been explored from a historical perspective as 
it relates to the child’s physical, cognitive, and social aspects of learning to read 
(Havighurst, 1952; Kozulin, 2004; Rumelhart, 1977; Vygotsky, 1986). A synopsis of the 
reading program and the recommendations from the District Blueprint for Literacy and 
Reading Review Committee was provided. The body of literature was used to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the reading program implementation because of its significance to 
reading instruction, professional development, leadership, and student achievement as 
measured by the Minnesota Academic Standards II (MCAII). 
Definition of the Problem 
The reading program implemented in this district went through changes in 
resources and professional development over the past 5 years with no comprehensive 
evaluation to determine which components were effective and what needs to be adjusted. 
Each year the district establishes district specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and 
time-bound (SMART) goals and action plans. Using the district goals as a guide, the 





includes reviewing the building student data from the previous years to develop a plan to 
impact student learning. However, this review has been accomplished with minimal 
emphasis on what teachers’ perceptions of instruction at the classroom level.  
The district achievement scores at the study site remained relatively stable from 
2006-2008 with approximately 77% of third, fourth, and fifth grades meeting or 
exceeding grade level proficiency on the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II for 
reading. According to the 2011 MCA-II results, 81% of the third, fourth, and fifth grade 
students met or exceeded grade level proficiency in reading. Although this was a 
significant gain, approximately 20% of the third, fourth, and fifth students did not meet 
grade level proficiency. Determined to increase proficiency, the district goal for the 
spring of 2012 was set at 85% of the third, fourth, and fifth grade students meeting or 
exceeding proficiency in reading. However, according to the 2012 MCA-II results, the 
district did not make their goal of 85%; in fact, there was no significant gain from the 
year before. The proficiency rate for all third, fourth, and fifth graders taking the reading 
MCA-II remained at 81%. 
Rationale 
Evidence of the Problem at the Local Level  
In the 2012- 2013 school year, 81% of all elementary students in Grades 3-5 at the 
study site met or exceeded proficiency on the reading MCA-II at the local district. The 
proficiency for White students was 82.1% compared to the subgroup, English as a second 
language (ESL), who scored at 47.6% (Minnesota Department of Education, 2012). 





all students to achieve grade level proficiency or above by the end of Grade 3 on the new 
2010 Minnesota English language arts (ELA) standards (Appendix A) adapted from the 
National Common Core Standards. The achievement gap in the subgroups as indicated in 
Figure 1 below needs to be addressed to meet state academic standards. 
 
Note. F/R refers to the free and reduced lunch category, an indication of family economic level. 
Figure 1. Comparison of 2012-2013 MCA II reading Grade 3-5 district proficiency for 
subgroups  
The district adopted the balanced literacy framework in 2000 for elementary 
grades K-5. Resources from Rigby (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 2011) were purchased to 
support modeled, shared, guided, and independent reading. Staff development was 
provided on the components of balanced literacy. In 2009, the District Blueprint for 
Literacy Committee convened and reviewed the student data and the reading program. 
The committee found that the proficiency level in reading on MCA-II for 2007, 2008, and 
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2009 was similar, but with a slight decline in the third year. The committee concluded 
that the balanced literacy framework adopted in 2000 was research-based, currently 
relevant, and should remain in the reading framework for K-5. However, the committee 
determined that there was a need to review the current resources that made up the 
components of the Balanced Literacy Reading Program. They recommended a committee 
be formed to review the current literacy resources and the K- 5 scope and sequence to 
determine the need for additional resources and curriculum document revisions. The 
Reading Review Committee was formed, made up of district administrators, curriculum 
specialist, principals, and K-5 teachers. 
The district’s Reading Review Committee; under the direction of the curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment department; convened to examine the student data and 
reading resources provided since the 2000 adoption. Upon completion of the reading 
program analysis in 2010, the committee, in collaboration with the curriculum 
department, made the following recommendations:  
• Purchase a whole group instruction resource to provide a K-5 scope and 
sequence for the explicit teaching of comprehension strategies 
• Purchase resources for phonics, spelling, and vocabulary 
• Continue using the guided reading resource, The Next Steps in Guided 
Reading, to provide structure for lesson planning and instruction at each 
level of learning from pre A, emergent, transitional, and fluent reader 
• Require that all teachers engage in guided reading and use the components 





• Focus on the National Reading Panel’s identified five critical areas of 
reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension 
• Provide professional development on whole group instruction, guided 
reading, and the components of the National Reading Panel for classroom, 
supplemental, ESL, special education teachers, instructional coaches, and 
principals 
• Develop reading curriculum documents using the Understanding by 
Design (UbD) format 
• Provide professional learning communities (PLCs) and grade-level 
collaboration time with instructional coaches to further teachers’ 
understanding of student data and determining the next steps for 
instruction 
• Embed professional development at the building level with instructional 
coaches providing modeling, team teaching, lesson planning, and 
instructional decision making to meet the needs of all students 
The district addressed each of the nine recommendations for the district reading program 
during the last 4 years, but the teachers had an interest in further learning in these specific 
areas.  
The district initiative to review the student data, current reading program, and 
professional development opportunities to meet the needs of administrators and teachers 





Minnesota applied and was given a waiver from the No Child Left Behind (2001) 
legislation to be effective in February 2012. However, to ensure that students maintained 
consistent progress to grade level, the state legislature signed into law on July 2011 the 
Chapter 11 Omnibus E-12 Education Act, Article 2, Subd.1 titled Educational Excellence 
law. This law states “that all students are reading at or above grade level no later than the 
end of third grade” (Minnesota Legislative Summary, 2011, p. 2). The law also mandates 
the use of scientifically based reading instruction and intervention methods. The 
Minnesota law requires grade-level proficiency in reading by the end of Grade 3 for all 
students by following a given plan of action that (a) identifies students who are not 
reading at grade level before the end of Grade 2; (b) notifies parents annually of each 
student not at grade level, as well as notifying them of the reading related services 
provided and strategies for parents to use in helping their children; (c) provides 
interventions for students; and (d) identifies and meets professional development needs. 
The law requires districts to have assessment tools that identify and evaluate students’ 
needs and provides designated interventions to accelerate students’ progress in all 
components of reading. In addition, the district was required to develop a literacy plan 
and post it on the district web site. This new law provides the district with literacy 
incentive aid that is based on third grade proficiency and growth aid tied to the 
percentage of fourth grade students who make medium to high growth on the reading 
MCA-III. 
The state law, along with the national policy of No Child Left Behind (2001) 





the United States. Although these policies are controversial due to the 100% student 
proficiency expectation, teachers use data to inform instruction focused on proficiency 
for all students and to understand the importance of closing the achievement gap. The 
difference between the state law and the No Child Left Behind legislation is that national 
legislation has sanctions; whereas, the state law provides for literacy incentive money. No 
Child Left Behind legislation sanctions increase in severity over time. When entering into 
sanctions for the first year, schools that have not met adequate yearly progress (AYP) are 
placed on a watch list (No Child Left Behind, 2001). Each consecutive year the school 
does not make AYP, additional sanctions are added. In the first year that a school does 
not make AYP, they are required to offer students the option of attending another school 
that has made AYP with transportation provided (No Child Left Behind, 2001). The 
second year supplemental services are offered for any student who qualifies for free and 
reduced lunches. The third year the school undergoes fundamental restructuring. Schools 
that have not met AYP for the fifth and last year will be converted to a charter school, 
turned over to a management company, or be taken over by the state (No Child Left 
Behind, 2001).  
In contrast, the state law provides literacy incentives to schools that are eligible 
for aid based on the number of students who are proficient at the end of Grade 3 called 
Proficiency Aid and Growth Aid; this aid is based on the growth between third and fourth 
grade in reading skills. Proficiency aid is equal to the proficiency allowance times the 
number of students who meet or exceed the Third Grade Minnesota Comprehensive 





$530 (Laws of Minnesota for 2012). Similarly, growth aid is equal to the number of 
students making medium or high growth on the Fourth Grade Minnesota Comprehensive 
Assessment averaged across the previous 3 years multiplied by $530 (Laws of Minnesota 
for 2012). These scores are both based on the student count as of October 1 of the 
previous fiscal year (Laws of Minnesota for 2012, 2013). The district has the potential of 
receiving over 2 million dollars of literacy incentive aid in the first year (Minnesota 
Department of Education, 2012). 
The Minnesota law that provides for student proficiency by third grade is an 
accountability measure that requires district level administrators, building administrators, 
and teachers to be knowledgeable about their reading program at the district and building 
level in order to make decisions that will affect student performance. The district’s goal is 
to comply with the state law; therefore, they are committed to providing materials, 
leadership, and staff development to ensure teacher success in increasing student 
proficiency to grade level and beyond. The purpose of reviewing the current reading 
program was to determine what was in place that provides teachers and administrators the 
support needed to meet the expectation of the new law. This formative program 
evaluation study provided the necessary data on teachers’, coaches’, and principals’ 
perceptions of the K-5 reading program implementation. It is important to have feedback 
from these key stakeholders on the essential components of the reading program 
implementation, which includes reading resources, curriculum documents, staff 
development, leadership support, and the impact on student achievement. The feedback 





future staff development, and leadership training in literacy to ensure the district reading 
program meets the needs of the teachers to assist students in meeting reading proficiency. 
Successful implementation of the reading program may help in closing the achievement 
gap for subgroups. 
Evidence of the Problem from the Professional Literature 
Children who fall behind in first grade have a 1 in 8 chance of catching up to 
grade level without extraordinary interventions (Juel, C., 1994). Also, 88 % of children 
who were deficient in word recognition in the first grade were poor readers in fourth 
grade. According to the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP; 2009) 
scores, U.S. fourth graders were below proficiency in the following student groups: (a) all 
students 67%, (b) low-income students 83%, and (c) moderate to high-income students 
55 %. There is a difference in the number of students who score below proficiency by 
subgroup: (a) White 58%, (b) Black 84%, (c) Hispanic 83%, (d) Asian Pacific 51%, and 
(e) American Indian 80%. At the state level, 68% of White students were proficient in 
reading as opposed to 28% of Black students. Minnesota has the second largest 
achievement gap in the nation. 
Millions of U.S. children are advancing to fourth grade without learning to read 
proficiently when reading is a significant predictor of student success in school, and a 
lack of reading proficiency is a predictor of the dropout rate. The Alliance for Excellent 
Education (2006) stated that 7,000 students drop out of high school per day because they 
lack basic skills in reading. Further, Foley (2001) stated that the reading level of 





children were struggling in reading during their educational journey. In the American 
College Testing (ACT), only 52% of all students taking the test scored at a minimum or 
above proficiency in reading (Condition of College and Career Readiness Reports, 2011). 
In Minnesota, 64% of all students tested scored at or above proficiency in reading. The 
scores for the ACT in Minnesota are reflective of the national concern for literacy 
proficiency of some subgroups. Also, only 51% of students are coming ready to meet the 
demands of kindergarten academic achievement. These are students are at risk in the 
school system, and the system needs to respond. The lack of proficiency in reading 
affects students’ life choices and the economy of the nation.  
In 2010, the state adopted the Common Core Standards in ELA (Appendix A) in 
its entirety and added provisions to meet statutory requirements and stakeholders’ 
recommendations. The Minnesota 2010 Academic Standards in ELA provide the grade-
level benchmarks that students advancing through the grades need to meet or exceed 
proficiency. A key standard in the 2010 MN ELA standards being discussed is Standard 
10, Text Complexity. The inclusion of this standard was due to the recommendation of 
the ACT (2007) review that indicated that students were not proficient due to the 
challenge of text complexity. Therefore, Standard 10 Text Complexity mandates that 
each grade level must correspond with a lexile level. The teachers should scaffold student 
learning in grade level or near grade level text to provide students the opportunity of 
reading at their highest level. Implementation of these literacy standards is critical in 
closing the achievement gap. The district has written curriculum documents aligned with 





curriculum is coupled with professional development for teachers to gain an 
understanding of the ELA standards, curriculum documents, the five pillars of reading, 
and the use of student reading data to inform instruction. As Lochlear (Laureate 
Education, Inc., 2006) stated, there is a dilemma of balancing equity, excellence, and 
accountability but morally and ethically “failure should not be an option.” All students 
have the right to learn, and the school system needs to determine best practices for 
students to meet reading proficiency standards. 
Definitions 
The following terms and definitions were used throughout this study. 
Action plan: Plans indicating the steps a teacher will take to accomplish his or her 
SMART goals. 
Balanced literacy framework: Reading instruction using whole group (modeled 
and shared), flexible small group instruction, and independent reading to facilitate 
instruction in reading, writing, listening, and speaking (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996). 
Blueprint for literacy: A K-12 District Literacy Committee with the purpose of 
directing the curriculum, instruction, and assessment to support student achievement in 
literacy district-wide. 
Comprehension: Thoughtful interaction between the reader and the text that 
creates understanding (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development 





Five pillars of effective reading instruction: Phonemic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension identified by the National Reading Panel 
(NICHHD, 2000). 
Fluency: Reading orally with speed, accuracy, and expression (NICHHD, 2000). 
Guided reading: Reading groups of six or fewer students engaged with the 
teacher in reading levels; readers are focused on reading skills that match their needs 
(Fountas & Pinnell, 1996; Richardson, 2009).  
Instructional coach: A teacher on special assignment trained in coaching and 
facilitating PLCS to provide instructional support to teachers in the building. 
Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment II (MCAII): Minnesota State Reading 
MCA II is aligned to the 2003 Minnesota K-12 Academic Standards in language arts. 
Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment III (MCAIII): Minnesota State Reading 
MCA III is aligned to the 2010 Minnesota K-12 Academic Standards in language arts. 
Phonemic awareness: Skill at hearing and producing separate sounds of words 
(NICHHD, 2000). 
Phonics: Manipulation of letter sound relationships (NICHHD, 2000). 
Specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) goals: Used 
for establishing statements about a desired outcome. 
Struggling reader: A student who cannot complete grade-level literacy tasks. In 
this study, struggling readers included students who were performing below grade level 





Understanding by design: A 3-stage framework for curriculum design using the 
backward design to center learning on big ideas, essential questions, assessment, and a 
learning plan (Wiggins & McTighe, 1998).  
Vocabulary: Knowledge of the meaning of words (NICHHD, 2000). 
Significance 
The significance of the study will be determined according to the following: local 
applications, professional applications, and impact on social justice. Evaluating the 
reading program included reviewing district reading data, reviewing core curriculum 
resources, professional development provided to increase knowledge in teaching reading, 
and effective and efficient implementation of the curriculum. Marzano (2003) concluded 
that the synthesis of research data can be used to reveal a viable curriculum that has the 
most impact on student achievement. A curriculum that is viable means that the learning 
and skills are considered essential for all students; school personnel must be capable of 
ensuring that essential learning occurs for all. Evaluating teacher perceptions of the 
curriculum resources, leadership, and staff development will provide feedback on the 
reading program used to ensure proficiency for all students. 
Local Applications 
This research study could provide feedback to solve a local problem in the 
district. Student success in reading in elementary schools impacts student achievement in 
future education. Providing a solid foundation in reading will lead to increased academic 
success in subject areas. The Minnesota Education Bill requires that every district have a 





The district must determine the next steps to provide administrators and teachers a 
research-based reading program designed to have differentiated learning in the core 
classroom to minimize the number of students who will need interventions. In addition, 
the district must close the achievement gap for students of color and students in the free 
and reduced lunch subgroups. The results from this program evaluation provided data 
that will help identify program strengths and areas of concern. This evaluation will 
provide direction for future decision making. 
Professional Applications 
The results of this formative study provided information about the professional 
application of best practices for teaching reading in Grades K-5. The impact of the 
reading program and professional development was determined by the analysis of the 
achievement data and survey results from teachers and administrators and their 
knowledge and perceptions of the reading program (Marzano, 2003). The program 
evaluation may be used to inform the school district of the success of the reading 
program and the challenges that need to be addressed. Such information can be of value 
to the local board of education as they seek successful programs based on their 
recommendation to use the National Reading Panel’s five pillars as a framework for 
program development. Other districts that are exploring how to increase student 
achievement by using balanced literacy or professional development in the five pillars 
may find this study relevant to their schools.  
The teacher education programs may find the historical journey from phonics 





education program would be the teachers’ perceptions of what is important to them in 
their reading instruction. The value for higher education may be in determining the depth 
of reading and assessment understanding that is needed to be an effective teacher of 
reading. 
Social Change 
This study has implications for social change. A student’s proficiency in reading 
is a predictor of social standing in the community. Students who struggle with reading 
make up a significant number of students who drop out of school, and there is a 
disproportionate number of incarcerated youth who had reading difficulty (Christie & 
Yell, 2008; Foley, 2002). Reading is a significant predictor of student success in school, 
and a lack of reading skills impedes student success in life. 
Guiding/Research Question 
The overarching goal of this formative evaluation was to identify ways in which 
the reading program implementation may be improved to increase student achievement in 
the future. I collected data from teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches on 
their perceptions of the reading materials, teacher professional development, leadership 
support, and the impact on student achievement.  
The research study was focused on the following four questions: 
Question 1: What professional development did teachers, instructional coaches, 
and principals perceive most valuable? 






Question 3: To what extent did teachers, instructional coaches, and principals feel 
supported during the implementation? 
Question 4: In what ways did the teachers perceive the implementation impacted 
the teacher and the student?  
This formative evaluation of the reading program implementation aligns with the 
district curriculum policy in following up on program adoptions and implementations 
with an evaluation. This program evaluation will inform future decisions on the reading 
program implementation to meet the state law, which mandates proficiency in reading for 
all students by the end of Grade 3 and continued growth at Grade 4. 
Review of the Literature 
The purpose of this formative study was to evaluate the K-5 reading program 
implementation as it pertained to resources, materials, professional development, and 
leadership support. Theories that support developing literacy skills include cognitive, 
metacognitive, and developmental theories. The process of reading includes a social 
phenomenon, which is supported by Vygotsky’s (1986) zone of proximal development 
(ZPD) and Brunner’s (1982) theory of scaffolding. Instruction that is slightly beyond the 
knowledge base of the learner and is supported by the peers or the teacher provides just-
in-time intervention for consistent learning without frustration. Reading programs that 
meet the needs of all students were investigated in this study. The district process of 
reviewing the reading program and the initiatives that were taken to strengthen the 







Reading theories have gone through many changes over time. The traditional 
theory of reading was built on acquiring an ordered set of subskills and using these 
strategies to make sense of the text (Chall, 1983; Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991; 
Indrisano & Chall, 1995; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). This theory has been viewed as 
being ineffective because it was based on words and structures. Cognitive theory is 
defined as being in direct opposition to the traditional theory. Cognitive theorists suggest 
that the reader interacts with the texts and constructs knowledge using his or her schema 
with the text to engage in meaning making (Rumelhart, 1977). The metacognition theory 
involves the reader engaging in thinking about his or her thinking as he or she reads 
(Block, 1992). However, according to Flavell (1979), metacognition requires the learner 
to use cognitive strategies to understand the text and then metacognitive strategies to 
make sure the goal is attained. Flavell viewed reading with a single aspect, whereas 
Havighurst (1952) addressed the physical, cognitive, and social aspects in the 
developmental theory. According to Havighurst’s theory, the development of reading is 
sequential in that the development of an earlier task leads to success with future tasks. 
A lack of achievement can interfere with social acceptance, and missing the 
teachable moment can disrupt learning (Havghurst, 1952). However, Vygotsky (1986) 
suggested, "in order to subject a function to intellectual and volitional control, we must 
first possess it" (p. 168). The process of self-reflection in metacognition develops first as 
a skill and then develops into consciously chosen strategies. Reading has an important 





concurred with earlier studies by Vygotsky (1978) and Brunner (1982) regarding learning 
language as a social interaction; social experience enhances a student’s growth (Karpov 
& Bransford, 1995). Vygotsky’s perspective on learning based on the ZPD and Brunner’s 
concept of scaffolding are both social interactions structured between an adult and a child 
with the intention of the child attaining specific goals. As Bodrova and Leong indicated, 
Vygotsky’s ZPD is a continuum of behaviors and not just a point defined on a scale. The 
ZPD is the difference between the mental age or the age that the child can master material 
alone and what the child can achieve with assistance (Vygotsky, 1986). Therefore, 
maximal growth occurs when the student is working with peers or a teacher who has 
more knowledge than he or she has and can scaffold the learning (Brunner, 1982; 
Vygotsky, 1986). 
The balanced literacy framework is based on the premise that students learn to 
read at different rates. Vygotsky’s (1978) view of learning at the ZPD and Brunner’s 
(1982) scaffolding of learning fits well with the balanced literacy framework. The study 
district adopted the balanced literacy framework that includes whole group instruction, 
guided reading, and independent practice. A skill or strategy is first taught in whole group 
instruction. Then the strategy is supported in guided reading with scaffolding of 
instruction followed by independent learning as the students are able to practice strategies 
on their own. During the gradual release of responsibility, the teacher provides support 
for students to internalize and master concepts about reading that are too difficult for 
them to master on their own (Justice & Ezell, 2004). As students progress, they can 





a student does not impede progress, but it can be used to individualize and accelerate the 
student’s learning as the teacher meets each student’s needs (McGill-Franzen, 1992).  
In guided reading, teachers group students with like needs, and with the support 
of the teacher, the students achieve success in developing reading skills. Vygotsky (1978) 
and Brunner (1982) described students working at the highest point at which they can be 
successful on their own as being the point at which the greatest learning occurs. Kozulin 
(2004) concurred that this learning process helps students develop a cognitive and 
learning strategy to move them to the next step at an accelerated rate, which is what is 
needed to attain all students’ success by third grade and closing the achievement gap. 
This balanced literacy progression of learning promotes consistent learning and is 
developmentally appropriate due to the focus on individual student needs. 
Historical Perspective of Reading 
The educational system is responsible for the development of literacy across the 
United States. Designing an effective reading program is one of the most vital challenges 
in the school systems. Educators in the United States have learned about quality literacy 
over the past 20 years. Teachers have made changes that have proven effective for some 
students, and educators continue to search for answers to meet the needs of all students. 
All state systems and school districts are challenged with ensuring that students meet 
grade-level proficiency in reading; however, there is a lack of sufficient structures to 
ensure success for all students. This is an ongoing challenge as indicated in the National 
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996): 





of nations and people has been so tightly tied to their ability to learn. Today’s 
society has little room for those who cannot read, write, and compute proficiently; 
find and use resources; frame and solve problems; and continually learn new 
technologies, skills, and occupations. The economy of high wage jobs for low- 
skilled workers is fast disappearing. In contrast to only 20 years ago, individuals 
who do not succeed in school have little chance of finding a job or contributing to 
society - and societies that do not succeed at education have little chance of 
success in a global economy. (p. 3)  
Allington (2001) concurred that 21st century literacy is challenged with the 
technological advances that create for students an “unfettering flow of information to 
search and sort through, information to synthesize and analyze information, and to 
summarize and evaluate the information they encounter” (p. 7). The Internet provides 
access to a plethora of information to be obtained at a rapid speed requiring students to 
comprehend at a higher level than ever before. This in itself is a challenge for all 
students, but at-risk students face increased challenges due to the complexity of the task.  
Over the past 20 years, the consequences of students not becoming proficient in 
reading have become more evident. Literacy is a building block to success in school and 
in life. School systems must ensure that all students meet grade-level reading proficiency 
(Anderson, Heibert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985). The 21st century society continues to 
require an emphasis on understanding past educational research in literacy in the United 
States and how these studies impact teaching and learning today.  





learned to read among teachers, reading experts, reading specialists, literacy researchers, 
and professors. The historical focus of the debates was on reading acquisition: should 
children learn to read by a phonics approach (skills-based) versus whole language 
approach (meaning-based; Snow et al., 1998). Pedagogical confusion perpetuated, and 
these debates became known as the “reading wars.”  
Phonics- or skills-based instruction is a bottom-up approach to teaching reading 
that starts with letter identification and word parts and then moves to reading as a whole. 
The first lessons in reading instruction center around students learning the letter names 
and sounds, then progressing to the beginning letter sounds in words, followed by the 
combinations of letters in words. Sight words are taught, and students are provided 
instruction in reading small passages working on the skills in word work and sight word 
knowledge. The reading proponents of phonics instruction maintain that children who 
learn letters, sounds, and word groupings are better able to decode on their own (Snow et 
al., 1998; Snow & Juel, 2005).  
Whole language or meaning making is a top-down approach to teaching reading 
that emphasizes comprehension and determining the meaning of words based on the 
context (Glynn, Wearmouth, & Berryman, 2005). Proponents of this method maintain 
that students use the same process in reading as they did in learning to speak. Just as 
students were motivated to speak, they will be motivated to learn to read and write. 
Whole language includes using authentic literature to read orally and silently while 
developing reading skills without a phonics focus (Glynn et al., 2005).  





phonics approach worked best. Phonics proponent, Flesh (1955), attacked the whole 
language approach because whole language used controlled language and students were 
limited in their reading selection. The use of phonics was promoted to give students 
strategies to sound out words and read words based on their spelling. The English 
language is a challenge because over half of the words cannot be sounded out using 
phonics rules; however, students who come to school with large vocabularies can read 
books as soon as they understand the basics. Whole language proponents advocated that a 
rich literacy environment and the use of personal meaning for a text should be based on 
prior knowledge to interpret the meaning of the reading. The phonics method had a scope 
and sequence and grade-level literature text, whereas the whole language method relied 
on teachers to develop their own curriculum. The reading wars played out in states, 
districts, schools, and classrooms causing confusion in U.S. educational institutions. 
In the United States, the reading wars lead to many research studies to provide 
evidence to end the debate. The following six major studies of reading research were 
about beginning reading. These studies were done on a national scale and were supported 
by federal agencies, associations, and institutions. The results of the research studies 
provided an opportunity to discuss integrating phonics and whole language to clarify the 
essential principles from both to be included in a balanced reading program (Adams, 
1990; Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Bond & Dykstra, 1967; Chall, 1967; 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000; Snow et al., 1998).  
One of the first national research studies, was conducted by Bond and Dykstra 





feared that the educational system was falling behind Russia, as indicated by the 
launching of Sputnik. The United Stated feared that their national security would be 
compromised. There was a need to protect national defense, which led Congress to pass 
the National Defense Education Act, funding education programs including reading. For 
this reason, the U.S. Department of Health and Welfare sponsored Bond and Dykstra‘s 
research using a comparison design to compare 27 different reading projects from 1964 
to 1967. The focus of the study was on comparing different reading programs and 
examining the effect of reading acquisition in each. This study also came as a result of 
public and political concern following Flesch’s (1955) book, which reviewed the “look 
say” method of learning to read. Flesch concluded that the method was flawed because it 
required the student to memorize the words; when the student came to an unknown word 
they were confused and had no strategies to help them. Bond and Dykstra sought a 
revival of the phonics method to encourage students to use the sounds of letters. Bond 
and Dykstra concluded that increasing the quality of teacher training in reading would 
enhance reading instruction. The two major predictors of reading success are the 
student’s identification of the alphabet and his or her ability to discriminate between 
word sounds (Bond & Dykstra, 1967; Cowen, 2003; Snow et al., 1998). 
Chall’s (1967) critical review process included using empirical research, basal 
reading programs, and instructional practice. Chall reviewed existing research, classroom 
observations, and interviews with reading experts, along with reviewing two reading 
programs. The results of Chall’s extensive review of research provided some 





read had an advantage in the beginning stages of reading, as well as knowing sounds 
before reading and the ability to discriminate the sounds with the letter. In Grades 1, 2, 
and 3, the continuation of sound/symbol knowledge had a greater effect on success rate 
than mental aptitude. Chall supported reading programs that include a systematic phonics 
beginning reading experience. In Grades 1 through 3, experience with code results in a 
better performance in the areas of word recognition, spelling, vocabulary, and reading 
comprehension.  
Chall (1967) concurred with Bond and Dykstra (1967) on the following 
conclusions to produce higher achievement levels in reading: (a) a strong and systematic 
phonics program; (b) learning the alphabet code; (c) reading programs that include 
significant components of phonics because they were superior to the basal program only; 
(d) phonics discriminating between letter sound, vocabulary, and word analysis is 
essential but not always used by all children; (e) good instructional practice and materials 
that support the different levels of students; and (f) strong phonics program supporting 
low socioeconomic students learning. Bond and Dykstra and Chall concluded that there 
needs to be a balance in the reading program between phonics instruction and reading for 
meaning. This balance is not 50/50, but is derived from reading assessments to determine 
students’ needs with a focus on determining instruction to promote continuous 
improvement in reading to the highest level.  
Chall (1983) stressed using measured balance as it relates to each stage of 
reading. Each stage of reading requires a different balance of skills versus meaning 





is created through shared reading and listening to stories. Chall (1983) stated that there is 
a need for professional development in reading to support teachers’ understanding of this 
instructional change. Chall (1967) stated, “No program can do all things for all children, 
and no program can be all things for all teachers” (p. 310), which speaks to the 
complexity of teaching reading.  
The National Commission on Education released the report A Nation at Risk, 
which criticized the nation’s schools and declared that the Unites States did not have the 
commitment to remain the most prominent nation in the world. The economic concerns 
about inflation, rise of interest rates, and the Japanese economic growth led to another 
educational reform. The National Academy of Education, National Institute of Education, 
and the Center for the Study of Reading sponsored a study on the status of research and 
instructional practice in reading education. The study, Becoming a Nation of Readers: 
The Report of the Commission on Reading (BNR), supported Bond and Dykstra's (1967) 
and Chall’s (1967) research on early literacy teaching of alphabet and sounds. BNR 
found that students who are taught phonics learned to read faster, and this was the first 
study to recognize the importance of word automaticity. Becoming a Nation of Readers 
concluded that students should read words from meaningful text and that comprehension 
will develop as students read text for pleasure at their independent level. A constructivist 
approach integrating phonics and reading for meaning into a balanced literacy approach 
can increase student reading achievement.  
Adam’s (1990) conducted a study to provide principles for teachers and 





and meaning emphasis to defuse the reading wars. Adams concurred with Chall’s (1967) 
and Bond and Dykstra’s (1967) findings that the best predictor of early reading success is 
phonemic awareness, alphabet letter knowledge, and early knowledge of letters of their 
name. Adam further indicated that the ability to name letters is important, but equally 
important is the speed and automaticity of naming the letters. 
In the late 1990s, educators realized that young people would not only need to 
have basic skill proficiency, but also need to comprehend at high levels in a rapidly 
challenging and changing technological society. These demands led to the U. S. national 
literacy policy, Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children. Snow et al. (1998) 
focused on literacy acquisition in preschool to third grade. The purpose of the report was 
to identify ways to prevent reading difficulties and to identify instructional practice that 
would work best with high-risk students. Snow et al. indicated that there were no specific 
instructional practices that worked better with high-risk students than low-risk students. 
Exemplary instruction from knowledgeable teachers has the most impact on all students 
and is also the best intervention. Although Snow et al. stated that they did not advocate 
for balanced literacy, their recommendations mirror a balanced literacy framework for 
early literacy: (a) beginning readers need explicit instruction in letters, phonics, sight 
words, and practice with fluency in text; (b) Grade 2 and Grade 3 readers should be 
assessed and interventions should be implemented to ensure continuous progress; (c) 
guided reading should be implemented at the student’s instructional level for all grades to 
promote the use of comprehension strategies that span the independent reading setting; 





for enjoyment and learning. Snow et al. provided guidelines for literacy instruction as 
early as preschool. 
Beginning in 1997, the U.S. Congress mandated a national panel to investigate the 
research-based knowledge and effectiveness of approaches to teaching reading. The 
National Reading Panel’s (NRP) charge was to synthesize the research and find evidence 
of effective instructional practice. The National Reading Panel (2000) identified the five 
critical literacy topics of reading instruction: phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, and comprehension (National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development, 2000).  
Legislation worked to develop the Reading Excellent Act (1998), which was an 
effort to reshape instructional practices that received federal funding. This act set 
guidelines that only provided funding for instructional practices that support scientifically 
based reading research (Allington, 2001). The RAND Reading Study Group (2002) 
provided information on reading comprehension and the need for more effective testing 
instruments to measure comprehension. These policies, along with No Child Left Behind 
(2001) legislation at the national level and state legislation, will continue to shape the 
process of teaching and learning of reading in schools. If all children are successful 
readers, they have a greater chance of succeeding in school and life (Allington, 2012, p. 
9).  
There continues to be research conducted on determining quality literacy 
instruction and interventions. Research has been done on expert teachers (Pressley, 





work to increase student achievement (Dean, Hubbell, Pitler, & Stone, 2012; Fountas & 
Pinnell, 1996; Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 2005); 
using differentiated instruction (Gregory, 2003; Tomlinson, 2001; Tomlinson & Imbeau, 
2010), and providing a guaranteed and viable curriculum using backward design 
(Marzano, 2003; Wiggins & McTighe, 2011). The challenge for the educational system, 
as Fisher and Frey (2007) noted, is incorporating all of this information into a whole 
school format that provides for precision teaching performed consistently across teachers 
and grades. This task requires designing a reading program that provides a balanced 
approach using resources and effective instructional practice that address the 
developmental levels of the reader, instructional leadership to support teachers, and 
professional development to guide teacher practice. 
The journey of ensuring that all students attain reading proficiency to grade level 
is complex and requires all stakeholders to be knowledgeable about the current literacy 
research. Classroom instruction and fragmented interventions continue to be questioned. 
Duffy-Hester (1999) suggested, paramount to early reading interventions, is an 
exemplary core classroom reading program to reduce the number of students needing 
remedial services. Allington (2006) concurred that effective core instruction is essential 
followed by interventions that are based on identified student needs. Critical to 
alleviating reading problems, according to Snow et al. (1998) and Menzies (2008), is 
assessment to identify reading focus and early childhood literacy interventions. There is a 
correlation between early intervention and reading success by third grade. There is a need 





throughout the school year. District and building leadership that has knowledge about 
literacy pedagogy and the skills to create a shared vision that is centered on student 
achievement is critical to increase reading success for all students. 
Allington and Walmsley (2007) found that remedial and special education support 
programs have not proven to be effective in showing consistent, continuous progress to 
grade level. Also, support programs that have demonstrated success, such as small group 
interventions or Reading Recovery, are only provided to a limited group of students, and 
many times achievement gains are shown during the program and decline after. The 
struggling student is sent from the classroom to the intervention group, and back to the 
classroom with no cohesive learning plan. Borman, Stringfield, and Slavin (2001) 
examined the impact of coordinating the Title 1 funded remedial program with the 
classroom reading instruction and found that there is a need for coordination between the 
classroom teacher and intervention teacher. This collaboration needs to be focused on 
identifying the student’s needs and providing instructional support in both settings. When 
remedial teachers and classroom teachers use a reading curriculum that is the same or 
similar, they increase the achievement of students and reduce the achievement gap 
between struggling readers and their peers. However, less than one-third of the Title I 
students were in this type of instructional program (Borman et al., 2001).  
According to Allington (2006), the three-tier intervention model adopted in many 
states is not providing for a collaboration between the classroom teachers and the reading 
intervention teachers. The three-tier model provides for instructional fragmentation just 





adopted, there is a different commercial product purchased for each tier, thus providing 
three different reading programs and three different teachers each day. Fragmented 
instruction provides no hope for retention of learning even with the best product. 
Allington (2001, 2009) concurred that many remedial intervention programs are 
available, but advised leaders to examine the research. In light of the national guidelines 
on using researched-based instruction, there is concern that reviews of programs and their 
claim to effectiveness are being done mostly by the publishers of the intervention 
product. In addition, an intervention product does not stand alone; there is also a need for 
teacher professional development and to adapt the program to the student’s needs. The 
district reading program needs to function as an integrated service from the core 
classroom to the intervention service. A balanced literacy framework provides the 
guidance for developing the skills to enable students to read grade-level text and 
comprehend at a high level of proficiency. Data-driven reading instruction that is focused 
on student needs and provides consistency from the core classroom to the intervention 
setting provides the greatest results in achievement to grade-level proficiency. 
Clipson-Boyles (2001) stated that the improvement of literacy instruction and 
school management have priorities in research and policy development, but have not 
been linked together. The attempt to improve literacy has centered around pedagogical 
issues without regard to the impact of management at the various levels. Educators must 
draw from what they know from management and apply this information to literacy 
interventions to meet the needs of struggling readers. Clipson-Boyles developed the 





management of the program; however, many patterns of use emerged in different 
buildings. Through Clipson-Boyles’ observations, it was determined that the 
sustainability of a literacy change requires the essentials of both educational management 
and the pedagogy of literacy.  
Mackey, Pitcher, and Decman (2006) identified the impact that four principals 
had on their school’s reading program and student reading scores. Mackey et al. provided 
insight into the link between the characteristics of principals and their students’ 
standardized test scores. Mackey et al. concluded that a principal should have three 
characteristics that are necessary to influence the school reading program. The 
characteristics include the principal’s vision for the reading program, the educational 
background of the principal, and how the principal applies his/her role as an instructional 
leader. Administration leadership and pedagogies need to be the focus in order to provide 
a model to meet the needs of struggling readers. 
According to Reeve (2008), all educators acknowledge the importance of literacy, 
but many lack the common understanding of the essential elements of effective literacy 
instruction. Reeve surveyed 130 schools in three school districts and found inconsistent 
understanding on the part of the administrators and teachers. Both claimed to have non-
negotiable standards for the literacy time and the use of effective reading instruction. The 
teachers and administration proclaimed that they had a consistent, high quality literacy 
program; however, in the survey, administrators and teachers indicated that there was a 
gap in what was perceived as happening by the administrators and what was actually 





minute daily block for reading; however, in actuality, this varied from 45 minutes a day 
to more than 3 hours per day. In spite of the school’s claim to provide immediate 
intervention for struggling readers, the time actually spent on reading instruction was 
from 0 to more than 2 hours a day. When administrators and teachers were asked about 
the elements of effective reading instruction, their responses reflected a varying degree of 
understanding and emphasis on the core components of reading. Actual practice was not 
close to the district-mandated reading requirements. Reeve concluded that in order to 
improve literacy, instruction leaders must (a) promote consistency in reading instruction, 
(b) be knowledgeable and able to recognize effective literacy instruction, (c) balance the 
consistency of essential reading instruction, and (d) promote the need to differentiate 
through interventions to meet individual student needs.  
Researchers recommend a balance of phonics and whole language in reading 
instruction. Teachers must provide a balance of instructional choice that includes 
systematic phonics, access to grade appropriate text, and scaffolding to support the 
learner. Teachers require knowledge about the components of reading and assessment to 
determine student’s needs to identify the teaching points that meet the needs of the 
student. The goal is that all students will become readers, and students will attain 
proficiency at grade level.  
Balanced Literacy Philosophy 
Researchers have indicated that a balance of both phonics and whole language 
instruction provides for increased student achievement in reading. The implementation of 





skills to read increasingly difficult text. The analysis and recommendations of the earlier 
reading research studies guided experts to define what balanced reading means.  
Cowen (2003) synthesized research studies surrounding the reading wars in an 
effort to provide a clearer knowledge of the phonics versus whole language movement 
for teachers and preservice teachers. Based on 20 years of classroom teaching and 30 
years of researching balanced literacy, Cowen defined balanced literacy as follows: 
A balanced reading approach is research-based, assessment-based, 
comprehensive, integrated, and dynamic, in that it empowers teachers and 
specialists to respond to the individual assessed literacy needs of children as they 
relate to their appropriate instructional and developmental levels of decoding 
vocabulary, reading comprehension, motivation and sociocultural acquisition, 
with the purpose of learning to read for meaning, understanding and joy. (p. 10) 
Within the same time period, Pressley (2003) defined balanced literacy as follows: 
It involves specific, systematic, and completely thorough teaching of the skills 
required to read and write in a classroom environment where there is much 
reading of authentic literature--including information books, and much composing 
by students. Balanced literacy instruction is demanding in every way that literacy 
instruction can be demanding. Students are expected to learn the skills and learn 
them well enough to be able to transfer the reading and writing of texts. Yes, this 
is done in a strongly supportive environment, with the teacher providing a great 
amount of direct teaching, explanations and re-explanation, and hinting to 





to new texts and tasks. As children learn the skills and use them, the demands in 
balanced classrooms increase, with the goal of the balanced literacy teacher being 
to move students ahead, so that every day there is new learning; every day 
students are working at the edge of their competencies and growing as readers and 
writers. (p. 645) 
Both scholars defined specific aspects of a balanced program. Cowen believed that 
assessment should be used to determine the needs of students, appropriate level of 
instruction within the components of the five pillars, and learning of skills to enhance 
comprehension in meaning making and enjoyment of reading. Pressley concurred that 
students need to learn skills well enough, with the support of their teachers, to transfer 
these skills to other text reading. Pressley indicated that as students acquire new skills, 
the goal is to move students forward by asking students to read at the level that requires 
scaffolding of instruction. Pressley stated that the role of the teacher is to engage students 
to learn at a high level of reading where student progression towards proficiency is a 
daily event. Balanced literacy is a philosophy of reading instruction that combines the 
best of phonics instruction and the whole language components. As Pressley indicated, 
there is successful practice of “combining the strength of skill instruction and whole 
language to create a reading environment that is more than the sum of the parts” (p. 1). 
Across the United States, balanced literacy was being defined and programs were 
created that provide a balance between the reading instructions as indicated by research. 
There are many different models of reading instruction that include a balanced program. 





amount of classroom management required. The balanced literacy model is more 
structured and requires a higher level of maintenance than the reading workshop model. 
The Balanced Literacy Program designed for K-2 and the language and literacy 
framework developed for Grades 3-6 by Fountas and Pinnell (2001) contains eight 
components, consisting of four reading components and four writing components. Each 
component requires different levels of teacher’s knowledge and leadership. Fountas and 
Pinnell combined phonics (skill-based) and whole language (meaning making) to provide 
students with the environment needed to learn the skills and critical thinking needed to be 
proficient readers as defined by Cowen (2003) and Pressley (2003). 
The balanced literacy framework for reading provides for a seamless structure of 
reading instruction from the core classroom to the intervention service. The delivery of 
instruction across modeled, shared, guided, and independent reading provides a gradual 
release of responsibility from the teacher assuming all responsibility for a task to the 
student assuming all responsibility for the task. This framework aligns with Vygotsky’s 
(1986) ZPD, which takes the learning from the level that requires teacher support to be 
successful and meets the students’ need for social engagement within their learning 
environment. The balanced literacy approach was neither based on whole language or the 
phonics model. Balanced literacy provided for the learning of reading across the five 
pillars of the National Reading Panel. The key is to be clear that all five components; 
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension; are balanced 





District Balanced Literacy Framework 
The district of study first adopted the balanced literacy program in 2000. The 
resource, Rigby Reading Program, was selected to provide a balanced literacy program 
with leveled classroom sets of books. The framework for reading consisted of modeled 
reading, shared reading, guided reading, and independent reading. Integrated within these 
structures are speaking, listening, viewing, media literacy, and spelling. The focus of this 
evaluation was on reading in the balanced literacy framework that includes modeled 
reading, shared reading, guided reading, and independent reading.  
The district’s balanced literacy framework for reading includes all of the five key 
literacy pillars published in the National Reading Panel Report. This study presented the 
dimensions of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension 
that are required within the daily instruction in a balanced program (Bukowiecki, 2007). 
Reading to promote consistent improvement to grade level needs to focus on these five 
components. In order to implement balanced literacy, teachers need to be knowledgeable 
about different methods of teaching reading, reading pedagogy, formative assessment, 
and analysis of the data that ensures consistent progress to grade-level proficiency. 
The district’s Reading Review Committee, under the direction of the curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment department, convened to examine the student data and 
reading resources provided since the 2000 adoption. Upon completion of the analysis in 
2010 the curriculum department purchased a new whole group instruction reading 
resource, Making Meaning, which provides a K-5 scope and sequence for the teaching of 





Reading, was recommended to be the teacher’s guide to provide structure for lesson 
planning and instruction at each level of learning. The lesson plans in this resource were 
provided to support focused instruction at each level of learner from the nonreader to the 
fluent reader. The National Reading Panel Report: Practical Advice for Teachers was 
provided to focus understanding on the five critical areas of reading. The district writing 
team developed the Reading Curriculum Binder using UbD to provide units of instruction 
and assessment aligned with the ELA Common Core Standards. Professional 
development was designed and implemented for the whole group instruction resource, 
guided reading, and the components of the National Reading Panel for classroom, 
supplemental, ESL, special education teachers, instructional coaches, and principals. 
PLCs and grade-level collaboration meetings were conducted within the school day, and 
the building instructional coach engaged teachers in discussion to further their knowledge 
of the reading curriculum documents and instructional best practice in teaching the five 
pillars of effective reading instruction and using the resources. 
Modeled reading. Modeled reading is teacher-led reading instruction. During 
modeled reading, the teacher models thinking while reading and facilitates learning of 
comprehension strategies as a whole classroom group. Opportunities are provided for 
student questioning and discussion (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996; Richardson, 2009). In the 
first year of the Reading Review Committee, there was an adoption of a whole group 
resource for modeled reading to support the scope and sequence of the comprehension 
strategies. The resource selected was Making Meaning (Developmental Studies Center, 





and supported the teaching of social structures that promote listening, thinking, and 
positive group discussion dynamics. The implementation of Making Meaning was 
preceded by professional development demonstrating lesson planning for a whole group 
teaching strategy using mentor texts and questioning methods to enhance student thinking 
and reading engagement. The social aspect of reading, thinking, and responding was 
demonstrated in the classroom video presentations in Making Meaning (Developmental 
Studies Center, n.d.).  
Shared reading. This whole group instruction provides students with access to 
the text to give students the opportunity to read along with the teacher (Fountas & 
Pinnell, 1996; Richardson, 2009). The primary classrooms have big books, and the 
intermediate classes have sets of Rigby books to engaging students in shared reading.  
Guided reading. Teachers organize small, flexible groups for reading instruction, 
usually with six or fewer students reading the same text. The teacher determines the 
student’s reading level and plans for guided reading and independent reading 
opportunities determined by the assessment. The Developmental Reading Assessment 
(DRA) is administered to all students in K-2 and struggling readers in Grades 3-5 to 
determine the students’ level of reading and to identify areas of concern in word 
accuracy, fluency, and comprehension. The assessment includes a reading record to gain 
knowledge of the student’s reading behaviors and areas of strength and weakness. In the 
DRA, there are three levels of reading proficiency defined. The frustration level is the 
level that a student has below 90% or less word accuracy or inadequate fluency or 





% or less word accuracy and has inadequate fluency and/or comprehension. The 
independent level is the level the student performs with 94% or above word accuracy and 
with adequate fluency and comprehension. Text would be chosen at the instructional 
level for guided reading. The instructional level provides an opportunity for the teacher to 
scaffold student’s new learning (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996; Richardson, 2009). The DRA 
is used to determine a student’s word accuracy, fluency, and comprehension. A student 
needs to perform at proficiency for the level in all categories in order to be moved to the 
next level. Guided reading, to be effective, requires a teacher to know the student well, 
choose the text that will meet the needs of the learner, and provide instruction at the 
highest reading level at which a student can be successful with teacher scaffolding. The 
goal is to have the student at a level that requires learning of reading strategies to move 
students consistently to grade-level proficiency and beyond. As Vygotsky (1978) 
indicated, students can be successful with help from a peer or an adult; Brunner (1982) 
referred to scaffolding as instruction where the teacher adjusts the learning to meet the 
needs of the student. The selection of text complexity that matches the student’s 
instructional level at the ZPD, which requires teachers to identify the maximum 
instructional level a student can read. This instructional level will provide for student 
success through scaffolding as they practice new learning in word strategies, vocabulary, 
fluency, and comprehension. The guided reading experience should lead to new learning 
each day (Pressley, 2003). 
Stages of reading. The process of learning to read is developmental and consists 





(Richardson, 2009). The lesson plans in the curriculum document are designed to provide 
a progression of learning for the five reading stages. Each lesson plan structure includes 
the components of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension that are critical for each stage of reading (Richardson, 2009). The pre A 
learner knows less than 40 lower and upper case letters, hears few sounds if any and lacks 
concepts of print. The pre A lesson plan provides instruction on the components of 
working with letters and names, working with sounds, working with books, and 
interactive writing. Once the learner knows most of the letters, some of the sounds, 
directionality of print, and how to write their name, they are ready for the emergent 
guided reading lesson (Richardson, 2009).  
The emergent learner continues to increase his or her bank of sight words and 
decodes and blends small words. These learners read emergent level text by pointing and 
actively engaging in cross checking the picture with the first letter. The learner can retell 
the fiction or nonfiction reading. The emergent lesson plan provides a structure with 
components of word work, text engagement, comprehension strategies, and guided 
writing (Richardson, 2009).  
The early learner increases his or her sight word bank, decodes words including 
multisyllabic words, and reads text using cueing systems and strategies in 
comprehension. The early reader has a higher level of sight word and decoding 
automaticity, which increases his or her reading fluency and improves his or her 
comprehension. The early lesson plan supports the components of sight words, word 





The transitional learner has a large bank of sight words, but still needs work on 
some aspects of decoding large words, increasing fluency, and improving 
comprehension. A child can be a transitional learner at any grade level. The average 
second grader falls in this group because they are still learning phonics skills, decoding 
strategies, and comprehension strategies. High kindergarten and first grade learners may 
be considered transitional readers because of their lack of vocabulary and background 
knowledge to read above a third grade level. Intermediate learners who lag behind their 
peers are usually transitional learners because they lack strategies in phonics, fluency, 
and comprehension. The transitional lesson plan is structured with a menu of choice for 
teachers to provide instruction in the particular area the student is lacking. This plan 
provides for instruction in sight words, decoding, fluency, and comprehension 
(Richardson 2009). 
The fluent learner has few decoding problems, reads fluently, and can explore the 
many processes of comprehension at a text level that has adequate challenge. The fluent 
lesson plan provides for teaching decoding, vocabulary, and comprehension strategies in 
reading and responding to text (Richardson, 2009). 
A levels of learner document was designed according to reading stages to show 
alignment between the pillars and the reading standards. The heading of each column is 
the pillar and underneath each column heading is the corresponding reading standard. 
The document also indicates what the learner should know entering the reading level and 
what the learner should know to move to the next reading level. The goal is to provide 





instruction to move students consistently to higher levels of reading text with successful 
comprehension (Richardson, 2009).  
Successful implementation of guided reading instruction requires the support of 
resources that guide teachers, but ultimately teachers need to have an understanding of 
reading pedagogy. There is a need to understand how students learn to read and for an 
increased knowledge of analyzing student reading. Although teachers were provided with 
professional development in the years following the original adoption of balanced 
literacy in 2000, it was decided that, to rekindle the enthusiasm for balanced literacy, a 
national presenter would be engaged to provide a common language to rejuvenate guided 
reading, an area that many staff found challenging. The first year of professional 
development on guided reading was provided for all classroom teachers, support 
programs teachers, special education teachers, ESL teachers, instructional coaches, and 
principals. The sessions were focused on assessment, organizing groups, and teaching the 
components of the guided reading lesson using the lesson plans for pre A, emergent, early 
transitional, and fluent readers. The objective was to provide essential professional 
development in guided reading that would impact student learning. Because teachers 
have a varying degree of professional development in guided reading, administrators 
decided to build basic knowledge of the structure and instructional best practice using a 
resource, The Next Steps in Guiding Reading (Richardson, 2009). Practical training in 
how to select students, teach guided reading components, and assess student reading 
proficiency is critical to attain the district and building goals.  





practice taking full responsibility for their reading. As the continuum of reading flows 
from teacher-led to student-led, students learn and practice good reading strategies. 
Students are required to self-select books at their “just right” level and practice the 
strategies learned about reading fluency and comprehension. Students choose books for 
reading enjoyment and become confident and enthusiastic about reading. Management of 
student reading includes using a book log and responding to reading (Fountas & Pinnell, 
1996; Richardson (2009). 
Curriculum Documents 
Marzano (2003) conducted a meta-analysis of in-school factors that influence 
student achievement and indicated that the primary factor that leads to increased student 
academic achievement is a guaranteed and viable curriculum. Schmoker (2006) 
concurred that the “impact of the actual, taught curriculum on school quality, on student 
learning, is indescribably important” (p. 36). Teachers need to be held accountable to 
teach the curriculum. With the understanding of the importance of the development of 
curriculum and instruction, significant planning was done with teachers during 
professional development. 
Reading program curriculum document and support resources were included in 
the reading program binder for all K-5 classroom teachers, support programs teachers, 
special education teachers, ESL teachers, instructional coaches, and principals. The 
reading program binder consists of four sections. Section 1 includes program 





Association. This section also includes Minnesota ELA standards, a K-5 perspective of 
cross grade benchmarks of the Minnesota ELA standards, and report card indicators.  
Section 2 contains the curriculum units that are written using UbD frameworks. 
The reading UbD documents have three supporting components and are designed to 
provide consistent instruction from the classroom to the support programs. Stage 1 
includes what students should know and be able to do that is aligned with the benchmarks 
for each grade level. Stage 2 offers formative and summative assessments to determine 
student learning demonstrating transfer of knowledge. Stage 3 is the unit component that 
includes the instruction for whole group and the guided reading lesson plans (Wiggins & 
McTighe, 1998, 2005). Stage 3 consists of the components of the framework of balanced 
literacy. The whole group instruction component consists of the Making Meaning 
resource and content text for each grade level. The guided reading portion provides a 
framework for teachers to plan lessons that are appropriate for their students as directed 
using the results of their ongoing student assessments. The independent structure unit is 
provided within the first unit for each grade level to begin the year building student 
independent literacy routines. Teachers can use these structures as needed, but all 
classrooms must have routines in place to support students working independently while 
the teacher engages guided reading. In order to support teachers in building independent 
structures with their class, the primary teachers have been provided the book, Daily Five 
by Boushey and Moser (2006), and intermediate teachers have been provided with the 





(1996). Guided reading will not happen in a classroom unless independence is built 
around literacy activities that are engaging and offer student choice. 
Section 3 of the reading program three-ring binder includes resources to use for 
whole group instruction including Making Meaning scope and sequence across grade 
levels and comprehension strategy posters. Also included are resources for guided 
reading, which include blank lesson plan templates for pre A, emergent, early 
transitional, and fluent readers and lesson plan templates with the Minnesota standards 
benchmarks inserted to help teachers feel confident that if they use the lesson plans as 
designed they will meet the standards. The teachers need to assess their students and 
provide students with reading instruction at their instructional level to ensure optimal 
opportunity for progression to grade-level proficiency. Included in this section is a 
document titled levels of learners, organized by stages of learning and aligned to the 
National Reading Panel's five topics of reading. Under each of these headings are ELA 
benchmarks for grade levels. This document defines the characteristics for the entry point 
and exit point for the use of each lesson plan. Also included in the document are 
references to the resource, The Next Steps in Guided Reading, that provides instructional 
support for teachers to be successful in meeting the needs of their students. Teachers are 
encouraged to use this document to determine a focus for planning reading lessons. 
A reading protocol was developed with input from teachers and principals to 
provide teachers with the expectation for classroom interactions in reading. The protocol 





Principals use the protocol to assist in classroom observation. The document provides a 
common language and understanding about the district reading program. 
Section 4 in the reading program binder is on diagnostic assessments and 
monitoring tools. There are assessments for phonemic awareness, phonics, and 
monitoring charts to follow student progress and problem solving charts to develop an 
individual intervention plan for small group core instruction or individual interventions.  
Professional Development 
The reading curriculum revision was followed by professional development at the 
district level with both large and small groups, and at the building level with PLCs and 
onsite instructional coaching opportunities. Over the past 3 years, staff development has 
been designed for whole group instruction, guided reading, assessment, and the essential 
five pillars. To impact teacher knowledge and instructional practice each teacher received 
the book, Next Steps in Guided Reading, and the author joined the school in 2009 and 
2010 to provide practical application to the implementation of guided reading. 
Professional development, as indicated in Table 1, addressed whole group instruction, 









Year    Reading Sessions Offered 
Year 1  Guided Reading: Professional development focused on using the  
2008-2009 Pre A Lesson Plans, Emergent Lesson Plans, Transitional Lesson Plans and Fluent Lesson Plans 
and the assessments  
Day 1 - National Reading Consultant   
Day 2 - Analyzed district data to form guided reading groups, determine  
Instruction and select books (facilitated by Instructional coaches) 
 
Year 2  Grade K-5 Guided Reading  (full day) focused on assessment and  
2009 – 2010 planning guided reading lessons with a national presenter. 
 
Grade K-5 Balanced Literacy Designed to Meet the Needs of All Students (full day) with 
instructional coaches focused on a follow-up to earlier guided reading training with Jan Richardson  
 
Year 3                    Grade K-5 Professional Development on implementation of Making Meaning  
2010 - 2011 
K-2 Professional Development focused on determining student’s fluency needs and strategies to 
support student growth in fluency with a national presenter (½ Day) 
 
Grade K-3 Guided Reading in Action Focused on Word Study and Guided Writing (1/2 day) 
  
Grade K-5 Interactive Read a Loud with national presenter (1/2 day) 
 
Grade K-5 Professional Development provided on using Formative Assessment to Guide 
Instruction using The Next Steps in Guided Reading to collaboratively plan instruction using the 
Problem Solving Chart (full day with national presenter) 
 
Year 4  Grade K-5 Professional Development was provided to develop an in-depth understanding of the  
2011 – 2012 Curriculum Document, 2010 Minnesota ELA Standards and Reading Protocol. 
   
Grade K Phonemic Awareness Session 
 
Grade K-3 Professional development focused on early fluency with decoding, sight words and 
phrasing with a national reading consultant  
 
Grade 1-5 Session focused on Word Work to fluency to comprehension with a national  
presenter focused on acceleration to grade level 
 







Presenters who engaged with the staff have been experts in guided reading instruction 
and the specific essential components of the five pillars. The professional development 
listed in Table 1 was provided for all classroom, supplemental programs, and special 
education teachers. Also, each year professional development is offered as choice 
sessions for modeled reading, guided reading, word work, phonemic awareness, fluency 
acquisition, comprehension strategies, running records, DRA, and analysis of student 
data. This reading evaluation will include feedback from teachers regarding the 
professional development that they currently need to increase their success in consistently 
moving students to proficiency in reading. 
Leadership for Change 
There are three conceptual models that contain components necessary in a 
framework to support teaching and learning. The components include the instructional 
leadership model that surfaced during the 1980s, distributive leadership, and 
transformational leadership. These leadership models all have at the core a leader who 
has (a) clear vision of the school culture, (b) high expectations with a focus on improving 
teaching and learning, (c) high visibility in the school, and (d) the expected school values 
(Hallinger, 2003; Reeves, 2010). However, each leadership model has specific strengths 
that, when selected to match the needs of the school, renders the leadership model more 
effective over another model. Using the elements of the models is needed to meet the 
needs of staff during the change process. The leader needs to assess the targeted change 
required and the immediacy needed to make the change. The leader should reflect on past 





responding to the fear and anxiety of the process of change for some staff, and provide 
support for the others who are anxious to lead (Reeves, 2010).  
The role of principal as an instructional leader was noted by Mendez-Morse 
(1991) as being significant to the achievement of at-risk students. Lambert, Walker, 
Zimmerman, and Cooper (2002) indicated that instructional leaders need to focus on the 
direct observation of the classroom, create discussion that affects teaching and learning 
and is focused on student achievement. In school reform, instructional leadership is a first 
order change because it is in the realm of what teachers are expected to engage in 
(Hallinger, 2003). According to Marzano and Waters (2009), leaders in first order change 
motivate teachers through providing communication, resources, and positive feedback. 
As principals work with teachers, they identify strengths and challenges to revise their 
plan to make change that will impact student achievement. In this leadership style, the 
principal is the leader of the school, and by attending to the instructional practices in the 
classroom, can affect student achievement.   
Distributive leadership, as described by Spillane (2006), incorporates the essence 
of teacher leadership and the importance of the role of the principal in developing school- 
wide shared leadership to address critical school issues. Shared leadership provides 
support for the principal who was traditionally seen as the sole instructional leader in the 
school. Capturing teacher leadership in critical areas and providing opportunities for 
interactions between teacher leaders and classroom teachers will impact student 





with teacher leaders as teachers indicate willingness to accept this responsibility 
(Marzano & Waters, 2009). 
Transformational leaders motivate their followers by being inspirational leaders 
and by promoting a team spirit. They attend to the needs of the individuals helping them 
strive for self-actualization and influence their knowledge base and instill a desire to 
identify with the vision of the organization. Transformational leadership can be reciprocal 
in that usually both the principal and the teachers encourage each other to strive to greater 
heights (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2008). This transforming of school structure, according 
to Marzano and Waters (2009), is a second order change in that the principal is providing 
opportunity for followers to become committed to the cause and work without ongoing 
direction from the central office. One of the primary principal tasks is to set non-
negotiable goals for student achievement through a collaborative process which includes 
monitoring progress and counteracting any resistance to change. This building of a shared 
vision and shared decision making contributes to developing a moral purpose 
(Leithwood, 1994). 
Spillane (2006) and Coburn (2005) stated that principals must communicate the 
reading policy the district has mandated. The principal’s role in communicating the 
district reading policy to the staff is dependent upon an understanding of literacy. The 
principal’s knowledge of reading instruction is important because they (a) deliver the 
instructional policy to teachers, (b) are the decision maker in shaping the messages that 
originated at the district level, and (c) create structures of communication at the building 





beneficial as principals determine which messages to emphasize and which to filter out as 
their role also acts as a buffer for shielding teachers from district pressures (Rallis & 
Goldring, 2000). 
District Reading Implementation Design: (2009 - 2013) 
The reading implementation theory of change in Figure 2 depicts the elements of 
the district’s overall curriculum implementation design. Readers can discern the scope of 
this effort, as well as the intentional design features for ongoing implementation. 
District level support. The reading review process was supported by the school 
board, several district personnel (e.g., elementary associate superintendent, elementary 
curriculum director, and literacy teaching and learning specialist), as well as three 
external consultants (one for guided reading, one for vocabulary, and one for fluency as 
shown in Figure 2). Collectively, these individuals provide input into a research-based 
implementation design with strategic emphasis at both the district and school site levels. 
At the district level this involves designating formal professional development sessions 
required for all teachers, making reading materials available to all teachers involved with 
implementation, and providing opportunities for teachers to become familiar with the 






Figure 2. Reading implementation theory of change 
Site level support. The site principal, instructional coach, and grade-level teacher 
leader (GLTL) supports teachers’ implementation of reading at each of the district’s 24 
elementary school. Additionally, it was highly recommended (although, not required) that 
teachers focus some of their daily collaboration time on the implementation of reading. 
At some schools, PLCs designated time to the implementation of reading through the 
analysis of student work. Ongoing, job-embedded learning opportunities, such as teacher 
collaboration and coaching, are recognized as resources for implementing changes in 
practice. The intentional design of district level and site level support for the reading 
implementation was intended to advance teacher knowledge and practice such that  





levels of reading achievement (Reeves, 2008, 2010).  
In this research study evaluation of the reading program implementation, I sought 
information that will guide future program development. Curriculum and instructional 
practice need to be based on the findings of performance data. As Killion (2002) 
indicated, “Evaluation provides the analysis that informs future decisions and policies. 
Without periodic, objective evaluation, practices may cease to have the intended impact. 
Evaluation keeps systems honest by offering more than conjecture, opinion, or individual 
preferences” (p. 12). 
Implications 
The findings from this formative study on the reading program implementation 
have a potential to make a difference in this district. I will report to the stakeholders the 
results of the survey on the perceptions of the classroom teachers, instructional coaches, 
and principals regarding their professional development, materials, leadership support, 
and impact on teachers and students along with recommendations. In a formative 
evaluation, the findings may impact future decisions on the reading program 
implementation. There are several considerations for projects that could provide the 
stakeholders with findings and recommendations for future change. One considered was a 
white paper to be presented to the stakeholders of the district. In the white paper, I would 
focus on the survey findings of the perceptions of the classroom teachers, instructional 
coaches, and principals regarding their professional development, materials, leadership 
support, and impact on teachers and students. The white paper would provide results of 





implementation. Another option considered was to design a principal/teacher handbook 
that included the essential tools and their instructional purpose in planning focused 
lessons, along with professional development to guide teachers in their use. However, 
those ideas included giving principals and teachers more documents with no action 
required from them. For this reason, I determined to share a PowerPoint with the 
appropriate stakeholders, which included the GLTLs, principals, and instructional 
coaches. The PowerPoint provided the findings from the study and the recommendations 
that are relevant to improving the reading implementation for next year. The participants 
will develop a plan to share the information with their building staff with the focus on 
how these results reflect the ongoing practice at their building. The framework for the 
presentation will be to provide information and work time for the building’s leadership 
team to review the classroom teachers’, instructional coaches’, and principals’ 
perceptions of the reading implementation in regard to professional development, 
materials, leadership support, and impact on teachers and students. In order to impact 
each building, the building leadership team will be asked to reflect on the following 
items. 
1. Determine their staff‘s status for each of these components. 
2. Define how the building site team can support teachers with the use of 
instructional coaches, PLC time, and collaboration time in the areas of 
concern.  
3. Determine how the district team can support teachers during elementary 





The building leadership team is key to program implementation and guiding teachers 
through the change process. The analysis of the data and the recommendations will be 
provided to offer support for the leadership team to bring this information to their staff. 
The goal of the PowerPoint presentation is to empower site leadership to work with their 
staff to determine their needs in the journey of increasing teacher knowledge and 
expertise in reading instruction. The building leaders will impact the reading program 
implementation at the teacher level, which also includes the leadership that supports the 
teacher. The process requires leadership to ask difficult questions and develop a plan for 
teachers’ consistent growth over time. 
Summary 
The importance of providing a reading program that has structures in place to 
provide a guaranteed and viable curriculum that meet the needs of individual students is 
critical for attaining grade-level proficiency. Allington and Waimlsey (2007) suggested 
that a student’s ability to read and comprehend is critical to academic success. The 
evaluation of the reading program implementation in this study district will provide 
direction for ongoing revisions. Reading programs that provide teachers with well-
developed core reading instruction grounded in best practice and articulated in 
curriculum documents as well as professional development in reading pedagogy support 
teachers in accelerating students to grade-level proficiency and beyond. Strong 
instructional leadership is critical to guide teachers in curriculum and instruction 





interventions. This combination of approaches is essential to improving literacy for all 
students. 
The changes over the last 5 years in the design of the reading program including 
new resources, professional development on the components of balanced literacy, and the 
five pillars of instruction identified by the National Reading Panel is cause for a 
comprehensive evaluation. The analysis of teachers’, administrators’, and instructional 
coaches’ feedback on their perspectives of the reading program will provide meaningful 
data for program revision. This study is significant to district, community, and state 
educators as it aligns with many of the components of the Minnesota Blueprint for 
Literacy, which guides district practice. Social change will be impacted by the use of data 
to close the achievement gap and increase reading proficiency to include all students by 






Section 2: The Methodology 
Introduction 
The need to evaluate the reading program implementation was highlighted in 
Section 1 as well as the need for data collection and analysis to determine whether the 
reading program implementation meets the needs of the district teachers and students. 
The purpose of this formative evaluation was to inform all stakeholders in the study 
district of the strengths and challenges of the reading program implementation. In this 
study, I captured the teachers’, principals’, and instructional coaches’ perceptions of the 
reading implementation in regards to the professional development, materials, leadership 
support, and impact on teachers and students. 
Section 2 provides a basis for a formative evaluation using a mixed methods, case 
study research design. The project site and participants are defined. The use of a survey 
with forced choice questions and open-ended questions will be discussed. Student reading 
data using the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment  (MCAII) for Grades 3-5 will be 
analyzed to determine students’ reading achievement across the reading implementation 
timeframe.  
Research Design 
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the reading program implementation, a 
concurrent nested, mixed methods case study was used. As Yin (2009) stated, the choice 
of case study is the preferred strategy when “why” or “how” questions are being posed, 
when research has little control over events, and when the topic is focused on a 





to determine if the program is successful and if not why, followed by what was learned to 
determine how to revise it to meet greater success. According to Creswell, Plano Clark, 
Gutmann, and Hanson (2003), a concurrent nested strategy consists of one method being 
dominant, while the other method is nested or secondary. In this study, I presented a 
dominant quantitative portion and a secondary qualitative portion. The data collected 
from both methods were mixed during the analysis phase of the study. This research 
study approach was primarily chosen due to time constraints for participants and the lack 
of resources to support a more thorough qualitative study. 
I conducted a survey with forced answer questions to obtain statistical, 
quantitative results from a district convenience sampling and examine those results in 
more depth through qualitative methodology in the form of open-ended questions. 
Quantitative data from the survey, student scores from MCA data, and the qualitative 
data was used to interpret statistical patterns across time. This nonexperimental study was 
the preferred choice because all schools in the district were implementing the reading 
program; therefore, the experimental study was ruled out. 
Quantitative Methods 
Quantitative methods provide for descriptions of attitudes, opinions, or trends of a 
population. The data were collected in the form of a survey, with closed- and open-ended 
questions. The data were generally numeric. A quantitative researcher believes that there 
is an objective reality (Creswell, 2008). The survey enabled me to predict, explain, and 
gain an understanding of the participants’ perceptions of the reading program 





collect data to examine the comparison of teachers’, instructional coaches’, and 
principals’ perceptions of the reading program implementation. This survey included 26-
29 forced answer questions using a 5-point Likert scale with the lowest rating as 1 and 
the highest rating as 5 and three open-ended questions.  
The Likert scale is an ordinal psychometric measurement of attitudes, opinions, 
and beliefs (Trochim, 2006). The Likert scale is a universal method of collecting data, is 
easy to understand, the responses are easily quantified, and it can be mathematically 
analyzed (Trochim, 2006). A Likert scale requires a participant to choose one response 
that indicates his or her degree of agreement or disagreement. Likert scales are easy, 
efficient, and inexpensive for data collection. They are used in item analysis procedures. 
As with any data collection tool, the researcher needs to be cognizant of the 
disadvantages of using the Likert scale (Trochim, 2006). These disadvantages include the 
attitudes of the participants being presented on a large range, the measurement being 
offered in five to seven options, and the space between cannot be equidistant. In addition, 
answers may be affected by previous responses, and participants usually do not want to 
indicate an extreme even if it is the true answer (Trochim, 2006). The extreme makes 
participants uncomfortable and may lead the participant to choose the safety of any point 
within. However, for this study, it was determined that the survey using the 5-point Likert 
scales would provide adequate feedback on the balanced literacy reading implementation.  
Qualitative Methods 
The qualitative methods portion of the survey included three open-ended 





teachers, principals, and instructional coaches to (a) write two words that describe their 
views about implementing reading, (b) indicate overall strengths, and (c) indicate overall 
challenges related to the implementation of the reading program. The purpose of the two 
words question was to gauge the overall sentiment toward the reading implementation by 
looking at the types of keywords respondents chose to describe their respective views. To 
analyze the responses, each word was reviewed and then coded as positive, negative, or 
neutral.  
The “single greatest strength” and “single greatest challenge” questions were 
asked to expand on the feedback gathered from the forced answer questions. The answers 
were coded according to the component of the evaluation that referred most directly: 
teacher development, materials, leadership support, or impact. 
Student Test Scores  
No comparison groups were formed in this study because all elementary schools 
in the district were involved with implementing the reading program. The Spring 2008-09 
through Spring 2012-2013 MCA scores were used to compare the performance before 
and during the reading implementation to examine student proficiency over time. 
However, without comparison groups, claims related to causation are tenuous at best. The 
use of control groups helps to isolate possible causes, thereby improving the validity of 
the claim. Given the comprehensive nature of the implementation, however, no 
comparison groups were available. While it is appropriate to look at achievement data, I 
cannot claim that a change in curriculum alone will have caused that change to occur. 





The evaluation was framed around four components related to implementation: 
teacher development, materials, leadership support, and impact on teachers and students. 
The evaluation was developed for three primary uses: (a) to report to the district school 
board about the reading implementation, (b) to inform the reading implementation design 
for the 2013-2014 academic year, and (c) to inform future curricular implementations. In 
light of these goals and purposes, evaluation questions were articulated, data collection 
methods planned, and instruments created. Table 2 presents the evaluation components, 












Evaluation Components with Corresponding Questions and Data Sources 
 
  
Component                Evaluation Questions    Data Source  
 
 
Teacher                           1. What types of professional   Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 
Development  development opportunities did    
   teachers perceive as most beneficial? 
 
  2. To what extent did teacher    Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 
   collaboration related to reading   
   occur?      
 
 
Material 3. To what extent did teachers    Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 
   perceive the reading materials    
   to be useful? 
 
 4. To what extend did teachers    Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 
   perceive the Understanding by    
   Design (UbD) documents to be  




Leadership                 5. To what extend did teachers feel   Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 
Support   supported by coaches, principals    
   and GLTL during the reading  
   implementation? 
 
                  6. In what ways did leadership    Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 
        support the implementation from    
   their own perspective (principals,  




Impact                   7. In what ways did the implementation  Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys  
     impact teacher knowledge and    
      practice? 
 
                8. In what ways were students impacted   Teacher, Principal, Coach Surveys 







Setting and Sample 
This mixed methods case study was conducted in a large Midwest school district 
comprised of 24 K-5 elementary schools. Each elementary school had one principal, five 
large schools had an assistant principal, and each school had an instructional coach. The 
student population ranged from 400 to over 1,200 students per school. There were 485 
classroom teachers in kindergarten through Grade 5 who were responsible for the 
teaching of reading, 31 administrators who oversaw reading instruction, and 18 
instructional coaches who provided teachers with support in the implementation of 
reading. A convenience sampling method was used based on the availability and 
willingness of participants who implement the reading program in the classroom. The 
principals, assistant principals, and instructional coaches were asked to participate in the 
survey. Due to the relatively small sampling of the instructional coaches and 
administrators, all were invited to take part in the survey.  
A sample size calculator was used to determine a representative sample of 
participants from the population. A sample size of 90 was required for a confidence level 
of 95% (<. 05), with an error estimate at plus or minus 2.24. The population of 
approximately 120 teachers (K-5) from 24 elementary schools was invited to participate 
in the study. These teachers participated in existing district meetings throughout the year. 
There was an equal percentage of teachers per grade level. These participants represented 
their colleagues in district initiatives and provided the vehicle for district messages to be 
shared across the buildings. Other sampling techniques such as homogenous and 





because of the need to gather data from a diverse group of participants (Creswell, 2008). 
A random sampling was considered, but due to district climate, it was determined that a 
random sampling reading survey may cause undue stressors and the convenience 
sampling as described above included a diverse group of participants that were 
representative of the school’s population. The convenience sampling was deemed 
appropriate because it is commonly used in education research (Creswell, 2008) and the 
purpose of this formative evaluation was not to generalize the findings to other districts. 
The purpose of this formative evaluation was to gather information to improve the 
reading program in this study district. The participation in the study was relatively high 
because the survey was completed as part of an existing meeting. Also, the teachers and 
administrators had a vested interest in improving the implementation of reading. The data 
collected will be shared with the stakeholders and used to improve the reading program. 
Data Collection Instrument   
A cross-sectional survey design was determined to be well suited to measure the 
perceptions of the participants. Creswell (2008) described a cross-sectional survey as 
being a method in which all data are collected at one point in time. This evaluation 
incorporated two methods of data collection: (a) a survey administered to a convenience 
sample of elementary classroom teachers, coaches, and principals; and (b) student data in 
the form of results from standardized achievement tests (MCA-II). The survey was 
administered using Survey Monkey, a web-based survey tool. 
The decision was made to use the same evaluation tool (Appendix F) that was 





River Consultants and the other from the University of Minnesota, developed the 
evaluation survey. The format of the tool provided the district with information about the 
math implementation that included teacher development, materials, leadership support, 
and impact. The results were presented to the many stakeholders. Due to the success of 
this format it continues to be the format for other district program evaluations. The 
survey tool mirrors key questions addressing program implementation. The district has 
recommended that this tool be used for the evaluation of the reading program. The survey 
tool includes 100% of the components: professional development, materials, leadership 
support, and impact on teachers and students; however, adjustments were made to change 
the content from math to reading. In order to customize the tool to collect data from the 
teachers who implemented the reading program, the following teachers were excluded 
from the survey: ESL teachers, special education teachers, and supplemental programs 
teachers.  
The content of the evaluation tool (Appendix J, K, L) was revised to reflect the 
reading content and was reviewed by a team of district reading specialists. This expert 
reading panel reviewed the survey to provide feedback on the face value, content, and 
whether the survey will provide the type of information the district is looking for to 
improve reading for students.  
The purpose of the cross-sectional survey study was to collect the perceptions of 
the classroom teachers who were involved with implementation of the reading program 
and leadership that supported the implementation (Creswell, 2008). The survey was 





resource locator (URL) of the survey. The survey was taken during the month of March 
2014. The decision to use a survey instrument to collect the data was due to the minimal 
time required for administration and the limited resources available for the study. It was 
determined that the survey will provide the needed data for a formative evaluation of the 
reading program implementation. Parallel forms of the survey were developed for each of 
the respondent groups (i.e., classroom teachers, instructional coaches, and principals). 
There were between 26-29 forced-choice questions on the survey and three open-ended 
questions that addressed the four major areas of inquiry: teacher development, materials, 
leadership support, and impact. The survey contained three demographic questions, 
which ask the following: the grade level at which individuals teach, ways individuals 
have participated in the reading review or implementation work, and number of years 
individuals have been in their position. 
Data Analysis and Validation 
Researcher Role 
As the researcher in this study, I had been a member of the faculty at the study 
district for 20 years as a teacher, principal intern, instructional coach, and teaching and 
learning specialist for K-5 literacy. These roles provided me with connection to 
classroom teachers, administrators, and instructional coaches at all 24 elementary schools 
where a relationship of respect had fostered over time. This relationship of trust enhanced 
the participants’ engagement and thoughtful answers to the survey questions. Researcher 
bias in quantitative methods is minimized. Because my district role has been working 





reflections about researcher bias, assumptions, and relationships with the participants 
(Merriam, 2009). I respected all of the teachers, but I did believe that all students have 
the right to reading instruction that consistently moves them to grade-level proficiency. 
Despite my personal position, I was committed to performing an ethical and accurate 
analysis of data to inform the district of the perceptions of the teachers and leaders. The 
purpose of this formative evaluation was to gather classroom teachers’ and leadership’s 
perception of the implementation of reading to impact future decisions to improve the 
reading program for teachers and students. 
Participant Protection 
Protecting the participants’ rights is of paramount importance in any research 
design. Several actions were taken to support the rights of participants in this study. 
Permission to collect data from participants was acquired from the study district 
(Appendix E) and the Walden University Internal Review Board. The participants were 
informed that they were voluntary participants with the right to withdraw at any time in 
the process, and names and school affiliations of specific participants were not publicly 
declared (Creswell, 2008). The specific individuals who participated were of less 
importance than having a district-wide representation resulting in perceptions about the 
reading implementation from all elementary schools. The participants received a cover 
letter (Appendix B) that indicated the topic, purpose of the study, benefits, and risks 
involved in the study. The survey included the topic, purpose of the study, and the 





acknowledgement of their signature for release. Data will be stored on my password-
protected computer, and the survey was number-coded for the purpose of confidentiality.  
Data Collection and Analysis 
Data Collection 
I received permission from the school district to collect data (Appendix E) from 
classroom teachers, principals, assistant principals, and instructional coaches. The 
classroom teacher, instructional coaches, principals, and assistant principals had an 
opportunity to participate in the study during March 2014. I provided the participants 
with an introduction to the program implementation evaluation as described in the 
consent document (Appendix C, D), a computer, and directions to access the survey. The 
survey took approximately 30 minutes to complete. The survey data were downloaded 
from Survey Monkey after the final due date. All data will be kept at my home in a 
locked file cabinet. 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis included only descriptive statistics. The quantitative and 
qualitative data were mixed during the interpretation of the data. The quantitative data 
were collected and analyzed first, followed by the qualitative data from the survey. The 
quantitative data were examined to determine the frequency response rates, standards 
deviation, mean, mode, and median of the 26-29 individual survey statements for each of 
the surveys: classroom teacher, instructional coach, and principal. The survey data were 





professional development, materials, leadership support, and impact on teachers and 
students. 
The qualitative portion of the survey’s open-ended questions was used to indicate 
the overall strengths and challenges of the program; each word was coded as positive, 
negative, or neutral. The words were assigned to the categories of professional 
development, materials, leadership support, and impact on teachers and students. The 
purpose of this two words question was to gauge the overall sentiment of the participants 
by looking at the keywords the participants used to describe the reading implementation.  
Data were triangulated from different participants of diverse backgrounds and 
roles and also student achievement data. The participants’ teaching experience, 
educational philosophies, and grade-level assignments varied. The quantitative data and 
qualitative data were analyzed to determine the participants’ perception of the reading 
implementation program. Each survey data point was analyzed quantitatively, and then 
the qualitative data were coded and analyzed. The qualitative data were analyzed to 
determine what degree they support or do not support the quantitative data results. The 
survey data results and the student achievement data from 2009-2013 were analyzed to 
explore longitudinal results. The triangulation of the data collection and process of 
analysis helped to ensure validity in this backyard research study. 
Limitation  
I acknowledge several limitations and delimitations that could affect the internal 
and external validity. A limitation of the study is any factor that is not under control of 





because I was the district teaching and learning specialist for elementary literacy. I was a 
key leader in the development of resources and professional development for the reading 
program implement; therefore, to ensure the survey is valid and reliable, an expert 
reading panel reviewed the survey and provided feedback as recommended by Dillman, 
Smyth, and Christian (2009).  
The limitations of this mixed method study included the use of a survey for both 
the quantitative and qualitative methods data collection due to the limitation of resources 
and time. As a result, the exclusion of focus group interviews or observations limited a 
broader view of the participants’ perceptions of the reading implementation (Creswell, 
2008). However, quantitative methods are valid for obtaining participants’ perceptions 
(Creswell, 2008). Another limitation in a self-reported survey was the willingness of the 
participants to report accurately.  
The use of a convenience sample instead of a random sampling was also a 
limitation to the study. However, in analyzing the convenience sample, it was determined 
that the participants would adequately reflect the population. This case study was limited 
to one district being researched and was not intended to be generalized to other settings. 
The program evaluation was formative and provided information about the reading 
program up to the time the survey was conducted.  
Consequently, another limitation of this mixed method study was the inability to 
use the data at a later date to make decisions about the reading program. However, with a 
formative evaluation, the need for further data gathering will be evident to ensure 





summative evaluation would be to include more qualitative measures to deepen the 
researcher’s understanding about participants’ perception of the reading program 
implementation. A possible follow-up study could include the explanatory, sequential 
mixed method (Creswell, 2008). This design allows for the quantitative data to impact the 
qualitative data portion of the research giving more specificity and more depth to the 
research. The study district was not able to support an explanatory, sequential mixed 
method at this time due to constraints on resources and the length of time for data 
collection. 
Delimitations 
A delimitation of the study was the focus on K-5 teachers who implemented the 
reading program in the study district in 2013 and who attended existing district meetings. 
Another delimitation was that only questions approved by the expert panel were included 
in the survey instrument, and the results of this study were not generalized to other 
districts. 
The Findings Section of this report was framed around the following components: 
teacher development, materials, leadership support, and impact. Also included was the 
summary of the overall sentiment of respondents regarding the reading implementation 
followed by recommendations. 
Data Findings 
As presented in Table 2, the evaluation components, questions, and data sources 
were determined. The parallel surveys for principals and instructional coaches were 





coaches and principals. The data from a survey were collected from a scheduled district 
meeting, and I conducted the administration of surveys. Coaches and principals were sent 
an invitation to participate with two e-mail reminders. The survey was administered in 
April, which is a busy time for administrators. As indicated in Table 3, the rate of 
respondents was higher in the teacher and coaches group and significantly lower in the 
principal group. 
Table 3 
Table Survey Response Rates by Position 
 Classroom 
Teachers Principals Coaches 
Survey Population 120 32 18 
Number of Responses 113 8 17 






Classroom Teacher’s Perceptions on the Reading Professional Development 
In the survey, I asked the teachers to indicate on a scale of 1/low to 5/high the 
formal professional development that they would find beneficial in the future (Table 4). 
Teachers were given the option to opt out of rating an item if they already had attended 
that particular session. The respondents who had not attended the sessions indicated a high 
interest in the first five professional development opportunities ranging from 50% to 75% 
interested as indicated in Table 4. The professional development sessions that participates 
suggested included (a) getting students to grade level, (b) meeting the needs of advanced 
reading students, (c) effective intervention strategies, (d) five pillars of effective reading 
instruction (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension), and 
(e) using assessments to inform instruction. These topics reflect the district goal of moving 
students to grade-level proficiency and demonstrating consistent growth for all, which 
involves assessment to identify students’ areas of reading need and focused instruction at 
all levels. The teacher’s positive perceptions of administering the DRA and analyzing 
running records was clear, but the use of assessments to inform instruction was indicated 
as a need for 45 out of 90 respondents who had not taken the session. Although tests were 
administered, the results were not used to plan focused interventions or first best 











Type of Session Total Respondents 
Already Attended the 
Session 
(% and Number) 
Number of 
Respondents 
Who Did Not 
Attend the 
Session 
"Much" or "Very 
Much" Beneficial 
(% and Number) 
Accelerating 
students to grade 
level 
113 4.4% (5/113) 108 76%  (82/108)              
Meeting the needs of 
advanced reading 
students 










113 10.62%  (12/113) 101 59.4% (60/101)  
Using assessments 
to inform instruction 112 19.6% (22/112) 90 50.0% (45/90) 
Building routines for 
independence 112 17.0% (19/112) 93 45.2% (42/93) 
Guided Reading 
instruction 112 41.1% (46/112) 66 39.4% (26/66) 
Progress Monitoring 
and the Problem 
Solving Chart 








112 48.2% (54/112) 58 29.3% (17/58) 
Analyzing running 
records 





Instructional Coaches’ Perceptions of Reading Professional Development 
Instructional coaches were instrumental in leading, planning, and attending the 
reading professional development. Each group responded to their needs on further staff 
development that would be beneficial for teachers (Appendix M) and coaches (Appendix 
N). Types of sessions that instructional coaches indicated would be valuable to their 
teachers were similar to the sessions the teachers identified. Table 5 below gives a 
comparison across both groups feedback for future staff development. Something to note 
is that 85.7% of the coaches indicated a need for professional development on phonemic 
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension, whereas, 66.7% indicated 
this session was a need for teachers. The professional development ranking could be 
reflective of the number of years of coaching experience: 12 coaches 1-2 years; three 
coaches 3-5 years; and three coaches 8 or more years. However, all of the coaches had 















Comparison of Participant Group Perception on Reading Professional Development 
  






Type of sessions 
Coaches identified 




Type of session 
Coaches 





to grade level 
76% Using assessments to 
inform instruction 




Meeting the needs of 
advanced reading 
students 
72.6% Meeting the needs of 
advanced reading 
student 









71.3% Accelerating students 









59.4% Effective intervention 
strategies 76.5% Accelerating students to grade 
level 
81.8% 
Using assessments to 
inform instruction 50.0% Progress Monitoring 
and the Problem 
Solving Chart 
75.0% Progress 




  Guided Reading 
instruction 




  Building routines for 
independence 
68.8% Guided Reading 
instruction 
50% 




66.7%   
  Analyzing running 
records 





In regard to the question about PLC activities’ impact on the reading implementation, 
respondents indicated that this format was beneficial for teacher engagement in reading 
activities as shown in Table 6. PLCs are structured based on on-site decision making, and 
the time was focused mainly on math and/or reading. In the survey, I asked the extent to 
which teachers were engaged in specific reading group activities during their PLC time. 
Table 6 includes the data for all reading topics/activities and the percentage of reported 
engagement on a weekly or monthly basis. On a weekly basis, 60.7% of the respondents 
discussed the teaching of reading. Overall, 90% of the respondents reported that they 
engaged in the following on a weekly or monthly basis: the teaching of reading, reflected 
in ways that deepened understanding of reading, examining student work samples, and 
examining other types of student data. One teacher’s response to the single greatest 
strength question corroborated the results on PLCs: “Our grade level uses PLC time to 
discuss students' reading progress, and we share students to ensure that children are 





 Table 6 
Professional Learning Community Reading Activities  
Topics/Activities Weekly Monthly Total 
weekly/monthly 
Discussed the teaching of reading 60.7% 36.6% 97.3 % 
Examined other types of student data 56.8% 36.9% 91.7% 
Planned for differentiation within reading 
lessons 
40.2% 44.6% 84.4% 
Reflected in ways that deepened my 
understanding of reading 
37.5% 54.5% 92% 
Generated ideas for expanding the way I 
teach reading 
33.3% 53.2% 86.5 
Planned for acceleration of students to 
grade level 
31.3% 54.5% 85.8 
Examined student work samples 27.9% 63.1% 91.0 
Generated ideas for refining the way I teach 
reading 
14.3% 73.2% 87.5 
 
Summary of Perceptions on the Reading Professional Development 
According to data across respondent groups, there were similar views on future 
professional development needs. All groups expressed an interest in continuing 
professional development related to accelerating students to grade level, meeting the 
needs of advanced reading students, effective intervention strategies, five pillars of 
effective reading instruction (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension), and using assessments to inform instruction.  
Teacher professional development was mentioned as the single greatest strength 
by 41% of the instructional coach respondents and 39% of the principals. One coach 





the single greatest strength question: “Not only on the quantity of staff development over 
the years, but the quality has been superb.” One teacher’s response to the single greatest 
strength question was the following: “Making Meaning and the Jan Richardson training 
helped to transform reading instruction and make it more meaningful.” 
Materials 
Classroom Teacher Perceptions on Materials 
Results from the classroom teachers indicated that the following reading materials 
were viewed as much or very much useful for supporting the reading implementation: 
Making Meaning teacher's guide (85%), book room leveled books (85%), reading UbD 
documents (78%), and summative assessments (75%) as shown in Figure 3. 
 
 































































































































Please indicate how useful the following reading resources were to you? 









Instructional Coaches Teacher Perceptions on Materials 
The results from the instructional coaches’ ratings for the most useful resource for 
coaches included the following: reading UbD documents, problem solving chart, and 
monitoring charts. All of these resources were supported by 94% of the coaches followed 
by book room-leveled books and levels of learners document at 88% and lesson plans at 
(81%). The instructional coaches’ role was to support teachers in planning focused 
instructional lessons to meet the needs of all students. The coaches’ ratings may reflect 
the value of these tools in supporting the teachers’ reading understanding and focused 
instruction.  
Summary of Perceptions on Materials 
There were few forced-choice survey items related to the use of materials, as 
evidenced by the short description of the results above. The different pattern of 
usefulness of the materials for teachers and instructional coaches reflected their different 
roles. Despite the fact that there were few forced-choice questions, the open-ended 
questions on strengths and challenges of implementation amplified these results. 
The classroom teachers and instructional coaches indicated materials, as related to 
the reading implementation, as both a strength and challenge. As indicated in Table 7 
below, classroom teachers and the instructional coaches identified materials related to the 
reading implementation as the highest component in both strengths and challenges.  
The material component was indicated as the most common challenge by teachers 





highest for principals. In general the cluster of challenges listed by classroom teachers 
related to the amount of reading materials needed to teach students at their individual 
level, need for more books for guided reading, and activities for literacy independent 
time.  
Table 7 
Single Greatest Strengths and Challenges Associated with the Implementation of Reading 
 












14.3% 25% 60% 0 38% 40% 
Materials 51% 56% 0 56% 44% 20% 
Leadership 1% .125%  0 .9% 19% 0 
Student 
Impact 
40% 13% 40% 22% 0 40% 
Teacher 
Impact 
19% 25% 40% 42% 31% 0 
*Note. The items descriptions in the first column are worded as in the teacher survey. 
Content focus remained the same in the coach and principal survey but these respondents 
reflected on how principals were viewed as engaging with teachers regarding reading 
implementation. 
 
Another prominent theme in the materials challenge was the issue of time. The 
issue of time could be considered a teacher impact also, but it was decided that, because it 
was mentioned in regard to organizing the various materials and preparing curriculum 
and instruction, it belonged with materials. For example, one instructional coach 





all the components of balanced literacy well.” Another offered, “It is always a challenge 
to find the time to dig deeper into our materials.” One teacher explained, 
TIME    To really teach well there are so many components to teaching literacy. 
Especially with differentiated groups. TIME to plan lesson to teach shared 
reading, whole class reading, guided reading lessons for six reading groups, 
phonics skills, decoding skills, fluency skills, spelling, writing, grade assessments, 
analyze assessments.  
A few of the participants affirmed the decision to include the challenge of time with the 
category of materials. It also corroborates the decision to categorize time as neutral 
instead of either a strength or challenge.  
Leadership Support 
The successful implementation of the reading program depends on leadership at 
the district level and the building level. The district level leaders who supported the 
reading implementation consisted of the school board, associated superintendent for 
elementary, curriculum director, and the ELA teaching and learning specialist. At the 
school level, the leadership team consisted of the principal and instructional coach and 
teacher leaders. The focus in this section of the evaluation was on learning the 
perceptions of the classroom teachers, instructional coaches, and principals regarding the 
principal’s support of the implementation of the reading program. 
Classroom Teacher Perceptions of Principal Support 
As presented in Table 8 below, for three of the four items, the most frequent 





reading program was 2. Principals supported the use of district-wide assessment tools, 
communicated expectations for implementation of reading, and encouraged the use of 
reading resources. Overall, classroom teachers perceived principals to be somewhat 
supportive of the reading implementation. 
Table 8 










Rank  (Av;mo) Rank  (Av;mo) Rank  (Av;mo) 
    
Supported the use of district wide 
assessment tools 
1     (2.71; 3) 2   (2.81; 3) 1    (3.50; 3) 
Overall principal support the reading 
implementation 
2     (2.7; 2) 1   (2.9; 3) 3     (3.13; 3) 
Communicated expectations for 
implementation of reading 
3     (2.66; 3) 3   (2.77; 3) 2    (3.38; 3) 
Encouraged the use of reading resources 4    (2.61; 3) 4   (2.71; 2) 2    (3.38; 3) 
Stressed the importance of oral language 
vocabulary as it relates to reading 
proficiency 
5    (2.11; 2) 5   (1.94; 2) 4    (2.63; 3) 
*Note. The items descriptions in the first column are worded as in the teacher survey. Content focus 
remained the same in the coach and principal survey but these respondents reflected on how 
principals were viewed as engaging with teachers regarding reading implementation. 
 
Instructional Coaches Perception of Principal Support 
In their support for principals, instructional coaches indicated that for three of the 
four items, the most frequent individual rating (mode) was a 3 on a 1/low to 5/high scale 
as presented above in Table 8. The overall score for principal support was 3. Instructional 
coaches’ and teachers’ perceptions of principal support ratings was comparable. 





Principal’s Perceptions of Principal Support 
Principals ranked their overall support for the reading implementation higher than 
coaches’ and classroom teachers’ ranking from an average of 3.13%, 2.9%, and 2.7%, 
respectively as indicated in Table 8. The highest item with an average of 3.50% was that 
the principal supported the use of district-wide assessment data. Recall, there was a low 
percentage of district principals who participated in the survey.  
Summary of Perceptions on Principal Support 
Overall, in response to how principals were viewed as engaging with teachers 
regarding the reading implementation, Table 8 above presents the results; the percentages 
received were higher in the principal’s group as compared to the coach’s and teacher’s 
group. The lowest rank of the groups was for the following item: stressed the importance 
of oral language vocabulary as it relates to reading proficiency. Oral language has not 
been an initiative, but will be a focus in the coming years. This survey feedback provides 
information of the current status of oral language and the connection to reading. On the 
whole, there was concurrence across the groups that principals supported the reading 
implementation. The ranges within the classroom teachers, and instructional coaches 
suggested considerable variability across schools in terms of principal support for the 
implementation of reading. 
Classroom Teacher Perception of Instructional Coach Support  
Table 9 below presents the results of the instructional coaches’ support of the 
reading implementation. Classroom teachers indicated the highest average for 





The lowest average was for instructional coaches’ help with planning and preparing of 
lessons and modeling or demonstrating lessons. 
Table 9 










Rank  (Av;mo) Rank  (Av;mo) Rank  (Av;mo) 
    
Supported their work of collaborative learning 
related to reading 






Discussed the use of student data to inform 
instruction 
2      
(2.70; 2) 
1 
 (3.31; 3) 
2 
 (3.25; 3) 






Prompted teacher reflection on student 
learning 


















*Note. The items descriptions in the first column are worded as in the teacher survey. Content focus remained the 
same in the coach and principal survey but these respondents reflected on how principals were viewed as engaging 
with teachers regarding the reading implementation. 
 
Instructional coaches’ perception on instructional coach support. The 
instructional coaches ranked themselves similar to the teachers’ rank order; however, the 
averages given by teachers were lower than the average self-ranking of the instructional 
coaches. 
Principals’ perception of instructional coach support. Principals indicated 
positive support across the indicators. The principal claimed that instructional coaches 





learning related to reading with an average of 3.38. The principal responses to the survey 
was low; however, this high rating from the 33% who responded reflects positive support 
for instructional coaches engagement in supporting the implementation of reading. 
Summary of perceptions related to instructional coach support. The two 
categories that were identified by classroom teachers the least with an average of 1.74 on 
a scale of 1/lowest and 5/highest were planning and preparing lessons followed by 
modeling and demonstrating lessons. The highest principals’ rating was that instructional 
coaches "were a knowledgeable resource about reading" and “supported their work of 
collaborative learning related to reading” with an average of 3.38. However, the coaches 
indicated their highest component was "they discussed the use of student data to inform 
instruction" with an average of 3.31. These ratings mirrored the roles and responsibilities 
of the instructional coach.  
The top three categories of instructional coach support of reading ranked the same 
for all respondent groups, teachers, coaches, and principals. The average was a range of 
2.19 to 2.76 for teachers 3.13-3.19 for coaches and principals 3.25-3.28. The principal’s 
group indicated consistent support for instructional coaches with a mode of 3 and 4 on a 
scale of 1/lowest and 5/highest. 
Impact on Teachers and Students  
Table 10 below presents a comparison of each respondent group’s perception of 
the teacher and student impact questions that were included in the survey. All surveys 
had a few questions related to the impact of the reading implementation on students. 





that students were working on literacy related work during independent reading time. 
However, the most respondents rated a 2 for the question referring to the extent students 
engaged with reading and discussion with peers during independent reading time. Most 
of the respondents ranked the student outcomes a 3 except coaches, who ranked the 
overall extent they expected positive gains in scores on standardized achievement tests 
this year as a 2. The range for the extent students learned the expected outcomes were 
2.71-3.05 with principals being the lowest and teachers being the highest. 
Table 10 














n Avg;mo n Avg;mo n Avg;mo 
Student Engagement       
In general to what extent did students 
connect to the focus of the lesson during 
whole group instruction (Making 
Meaning)? 
112 3.21; 3 16 3.19; 3 7 3.00; 3 
In general to what extent did students 
engage in guided reading? 
112 3.46; 4 16 3.38; 3 7 3.71; 4 
In general to what extent did students work 
on literacy related work during 
independent reading? 
111 3.19; 4 16 3.06; 3 7 3.14; 3 
In general to what extent are students 
engaged with reading and discussion with 
peers during independent reading time? 
112 2.55; 2 16 3.31; 2 7 3.00; 3 
Expected Outcomes       
To what extent did students in your school 
learn the expected outcomes in reading? 
112 3.05; 3 16 2.81; 3 7 2.71; 3 
At the end of this year, to what extent do 
you expect positive gains in scores on 





standardized achievement tests this year? 
In the question regarding the reading component that teachers found the least 
challenging to implement, the respondent groups agreed on the whole group instruction 
resource, Making Meaning, with an average of over 90%. In response to the question 
regarding which component teachers found most challenging to implement, classroom 
teachers indicated an acceleration of students to grade level and instructional coaches and 
principals indicated identifying teaching focus for consistent reading improvement. These 
two components are both related to student achievement to grade-level proficiency; 
however, from the teachers’ perceptions, it is the acceleration of students to grade level, 
and the instructional coaches and principals indicate a need to identify a teaching focus.  
In response to the question, When considering your most challenging aspect of 
reading implementation, which form of support would be most helpful as you refine your 
teaching practice in this area? 33% of the classroom teachers indicated collegially 
conversations, and 21.4% indicated an opportunity to observe a colleague in action as 
strength with 40% responding positively. In response to the parallel question for coaches, 
43.8% indicated an opportunity to observe a colleague in action and 25% indicated 
coaching support.  
Most of the respondents ranked the student outcomes a 3 except coaches ranked 
the overall extent they expected positive gains in scores on standardized achievement 
tests this year as a 2. The range for the extent students learned the expected outcomes 





Summary of Participant Overall Perception of the Reading Implementation 
In the survey, respondents for each group were asked to reflect on the reading 
implementation from a comprehensive perspective. With that goal, the survey asked, 
“What two word best describe your overall experience with the implementation of 
reading?” When respondents were asked to report the two words that came to mind when 
reflecting on the reading implementation, most of the words were positive. Please see 
Table 11 below for details. Across all groups, at least 81% (81% -100%) used at least one 
positive word to describe the implementation. Only seven teachers, one instructional 
coach, and none of the principals used a negative word as one of their word choices. As 
described earlier, the word challenging was coded as neutral because it was unclear 
whether the word challenging was a positive or negative. Overall, the two words survey 
question suggested that despite, or perhaps because of, the challenging nature of the 















Two Words that Best Describes the Experience with the Implementation of Reading










# % # % # % 
Two Positive Words 43 41 % 2 67%  4    50% 
One Positive   1   1% 1 33%  0      0% 
One Positive, One Neutral 27 26% 0 0%  2    25% 
One Positive, One Negative   7   7% 0 0%  1 1.25% 
At Least One Positive Word 78 81% 3 100%  7    88% 
      
 
 
One Positive, One Negative   7   7% 0 0% 1 1.25% 
One Negative, One Neutral   8   8% 0 0%  1 1.25% 
One Negative   1   1% 0 0% 1 1.25% 
Two Negative Words 11 10% 0 0%  4    50% 
At Least One Negative Word 33 31% 0 0%  7    88% 
       





Measured Student Achievement 
MCA II data for the years of implementation 2009-2012 were examined and the 
analysis for proficiency will be discussed. The new MCA III reflects the current 2010 
Common Cores Standard requirements and was administered beginning with the 2013 
testing; therefore, the data comparison ends with 2012 student data.  
Figure 4 below presents Grade 3 proficiency from the beginning of the reading 
implementation in 2009 to 2012.  
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The Grade 3 proficiency scores showed a dip in 2010 for all subgroups. The following 
years 2011 and 2012 showed gains for all subgroups. In the 2011 data, there were 
significant gains in the subgroups of American Indian and Asian/Pacific Islander of 12% 
and 8.5%, respectively. The White subgroup showed a 2% gain during the same time 
period. The following year 2012 continued to show gains in all subgroups with American 
Indians 12%, Asian Pacific Islanders 8.5%, Hispanics 3.1, Blacks 2%, and Whites 2%. 
The Black subgroup showed the least gain at 1.7% over the 4 years. In the third grade 
results, there was a significant gain over 2 years for the subgroups of American Indians 

















Grade 4 proficiency in reading from the beginning of the reading implementation 
in 2009 to 2012 is presented in Figure 5 below. The Grade 4 proficiency score showed a 
dip in 2010 for all subgroups. The following years 2011 and 2012 showed gains for all 
subgroups similar to Grade 3. There was a significant gain in the subgroups of American 
Indians, Asian/Pacific Islanders, and Blacks of 10.6% and 5.3%, and 4.1%, respectively 
from 2010 – 1011. The data for 2012 showed an increase in American Indians of 14.3%, 
Asian/Pacific Islanders 2.8%, and Blacks 4.1. The Hispanic subgroup showed a gain of 
8.8 in 2011 and a decline in 2012 of 7.3%, which negated their gain over the 2 years. The 
White subgroup showed a gain of 3.9% in 2011 and a decline of 4.4% in 2012. 
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Figure 6 below presents the Grade 5 subgroups across the reading implementation 
period. There was growth in all subgroups across the years. The Black subgroup 
increased 26% from 2009-2012. The Hispanic subgroup increased 18%, Asian/Pacific 
Islander to 11%, American Indian to 9%, and White to 1.7% 
 
Figure 6. Grade 5 MCA-II reading proficiency by ethnicity 
The proficiency for the subgroups of special education, ELLs, free and reduced, 
and all students is presented by grade level in Figures 7, 8, and 9 below. The special 
education subgroup for Grade 3 indicated a lower number of students being proficient 
than Grade 4 and Grade 5. Grade 5 performed above the state average across the years 
and made the largest gains. The 2009 cohort of special education students in Grade 3 
made consistent improvement in proficiency from Grade 3 at 41.4% to Grade 4 at 42.4% 
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students in Grade 3 made consistent improvement in proficiency from Grade 3 at 41.6% 
to Grade 4 at 44.3% in Grade 4 and Grade 5 at 60.7% proficient. Both of these cohorts of 
Grade 3 students made similar gains over a 3-year period with the largest increase in 




Figure 7. Grade 3: MCA II reading proficiency by subgroups: special education, ELLs 
free and reduced, and all subgroup 
The ELS cohort in 2010 showed a proficiency of 56.5% Grade 3, 58% in Grade 4, 
and 57.5% in Grade 5 respectively. The free and reduced cohort in 2010 demonstrated a 
proficiency of 64.4% in Grade 3, 64.9% in Grade 4, and 69.5% in Grade 5. The 
proficiency rate for all students did not show consistent improvement. The rate dipped in 
2010 and then returned to the level of the 2009 proficiency of 80%. 
The Grade 4 subgroups presented in Figure 8 below indicates a 2% drop in special 
education in 2010, then rebounding back in 2011 to 44% proficient and 46% in 2012. 

















2.5% declined. Proficiency for all subgroups increased from 2010 –2012 with EL10.5%, 
F/R 7.2%, and special education 1.9%. These subgroup gains increased the proficiency 




Figure 8. Grade 4: MCA II reading proficiency by subgroups: Special education, ELLs, 
free and reduced, and all subgroups 
Figure 9 indicates that Grade 5 classes did not experience the same dip between 
2009 and 2010. The Grade 5 subgroups increased for special education 3.4%, ELL 4.7%, 
F/R 7.8%, and all students 3.8%. There continued to be gains between 2010 and 2012 for 





















Figure 9. Grade 5: MCA II reading proficiency by subgroups: special education, ELLs,  
 
free and reduced, and all subgroups 
 
Recommendations 
1. Provide teacher professional development focused on (a) phonemic 
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension; (b) 
accelerating students to grade level; (c) effective intervention strategies; 
and (d) meeting the needs of the advance learner 
2. Provide instructional coach professional development focused on (a) 
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension; 
(b) meeting the needs of advanced reading students; (c) accelerating 
students to grade level; (d) effective intervention strategies, (e) progress 
monitoring charts; and the (f) problem solving chart 
3. Provide professional development for determining what the data analysis 

















make continuous progress or acceleration to grade level. “I know what the 
data indicates but “now what?” 
4. Provide opportunities for teachers to visit colleagues in their classroom 
5. Offer specific support focused on understanding the components of 
reading and writing including documents created to guide instruction 
6. Provide just in time profession development on previewing upcoming 
units with a focus on what the student will know and be able to do 
7. Focus on independent reading by providing resources and opportunities 
for discussion about reading 
8. Future curriculum writing to focus on making connections that provides a 
pathway for teaching all the components of literacy 
9. Focus collaborative learning opportunities for the teacher and literacy 
leadership level to support further implementation of reading and 
instructional best practice 
An ongoing structure that this study district has in place that could address several 
of the above recommendations is their ongoing practice of PLCs at each elementary site 
throughout the district. This district provided staff development on PLCs for principals, 
building leadership teams, and teachers at district staff development sessions and onsite 
consultants over the past 5 years. The beginning years were mandatory training and the 
last year was building determined. The opportunity for further professional development 
to address teachers’ needs could be a district-wide revisit of their building PLC structures 





the PLC work. Effective PLCs are comprised of a team of teachers working 
interdependently with a goal that requires mutual accountability. As indicated (DuFour et 
al., 2008), PLCs are at a crossroads, in that; just a group of teachers discussing 
educational issues is currently being termed a PLC in many educational settings. 
Conclusion 
The intentional implementation designed, with an emphasis on support and 
specific staff development, resulted in the reading implementation being viewed as 
mostly positive by all respondents and demonstrated positive student gain. There was no 
control group due to the comprehensive implementation across the district. Therefore, to 
claim that the reading implementation regarding the components of professional 
development, materials, and leadership support alone caused the gains in student 
proficiency is not statistically valid. It is appropriate to look at achievement data to affirm 
increased student proficiency over time. What is most important is to show continuous 
growth in reading learning. These results are cause for celebration and encouragement to 
continue to improved teaching and learning. The challenges the teachers and leadership 
group encountered are related to the scope and complexity of reading instruction and not 
the resistance of teachers. There is a need to continue the focus on teacher professional 
development as well as strategic leadership support to ensure students become literate 
participants in society. Participants’ needs in the area of materials and professional 





In Section 3, I will outline a workshop to revisit the PLC structures that will 






Section 3: The Project 
Introduction 
The project; in response to participant data in this formative evaluation using a 
mixed methods, case study research design; is used to revisit the district’s current design 
of embedded staff development to improve the connection between the leadership team, 
collaboration time, and PLCs. This project is a reading workshop for the 24 elementary 
school’s leadership team comprised of the principal, assistant principal, instructional 
coach, literacy resource teacher, and the grade-level teacher leader. The purpose of the 
workshop is to disseminate the results of the Balanced Literacy Reading Program 
implementation evaluation and the recommendations, along with a focus on the building 
student data in reading.  
The workshop goal is to revitalize the purpose and power of effective grade-level 
PLCs and collaboration with a focus on increased teacher learning and student 
achievement. Currently, the buildings have grade-level PLCs and collaboration time each 
week. This workshop will illustrate how the district principal meeting, site curriculum 
team, grade-level PLCs, and collaboration time can have a single focus on increasing 
learning and achievement across these four meeting structures. Researchers have 
supported engaging educators in collaboration focused on student learning through the 
use of the structure of PLCs (DuFour, Eaker, & DuFour, 2005; DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, 
& Many, 2010; Eaker & Keating, 2012; Gusky & Yoon, 2009).  
Section 3 will include a description of the problem and how the project will 





goal will be discussed. A review of scholarly literature concentrated on best practices for 
teacher professional development is followed by the description of the project, proposed 
timeline for implementation, roles and responsibilities of participants, and a project 
evaluation. The concluding segment of this section is the impact on social change at the 
local level.  
The following databases were used to ensure saturation of the topic: Academic 
Research Complete, ERIC, EBSCO, Education Research Complete, ProQuest, Central 
Education from SAGE, and Columbia Teachers College Record. The following terms 
and phrases were used to search the above mentioned databases: professional 
development, literacy professional development, professional learning, professional 
learning community, literacy professional learning communities, school improvement 
and literacy, standards of professional learning, literacy achievement and teacher 
practice, literacy coaching, job-embedded professional development, collaboration, and 
best practice in professional development. 
Description and Goals 
In the local district, approximately 20% of third, fourth, and fifth grade students 
did not meet grade-level proficiency for reading on the MCA-II (Minnesota Department 
of Education 2010). The Minnesota legislature requires all districts to have a plan for all 
students to be grade-level proficient by the end of third grade, and the federal legislation 
attached to the waiver requires reducing the achievement gap by 50% in 6 years 
(Minnesota Department of Education 2010). The project goals are to revisit the 





designated by federal and state mandates by requiring effective and efficient PLCs and 
collaboration time to create positive change for teachers and students. The project will 
focus the leadership team on providing direction and a framework for all teachers to 
engage in PLCs.  
Rationale for Project 
Minnesota received approval of their application for a waiver from the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which became known, as No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) in February 2012. This 2012 ESEA waiver is federal legislation that 
requires Minnesota to reduce the achievement gap by 50% in 6 years, but relieves them 
from the previous NCLB sanctions for meeting performance. However, the waiver 
allowed Minnesota to develop a new system of accountability under the ESEA (1965) 
that allows the Minnesota Department of Education to partner with the school districts, 
teachers, and parents on the identified research-based local solutions for the schools most 
in need of improvement. The new accountability system for Minnesota is based on a 
multiple measures rating (MMR), which allows a deeper look into the schools’ practice 
and allows local decision making to turn the schools around. The new MMR looks at 
student proficiency, student growth, achievement gap reduction, and graduation rates. 
Schools earn points in each category that result in the final MMR rating for each school 
in the state. A second rating, the focus rating (FR), measures schools success in reducing 
achievement gaps between student subgroups (Minnesota Department of Education, 
2012)  





Behind, 2011- 2012 Reading Proficiently by the End of Third Grade legislation (MN 
Statute 120b.12) Multiple Measures System, and the Minnesota Statues 2012 -123D.98 
Literacy Incentive Aid led the study district to examine the Balanced Literacy Reading 
Program. In this study, I focused on the reading program materials, staff development, 
leadership support, and teachers and students engagement.  
In the following subsections, I will address the implementation, evaluation, and 
social change implications associated with this project. In the project presentation, I will 
explain survey data related to the classroom teachers’, principals’, and instructional 
coaches’ perceptions of the reading implementation program and provide 
recommendations to aid further decisions at the district level and the building level.  
Rationale for Addressing the Problem 
According to the survey evaluation, the teacher participants identified the need for 
professional development on getting students to meet grade-level proficiency in reading, 
effective intervention strategies, and meeting the needs of advanced reading students. The 
participants indicated a need for professional development for determining what the data 
analysis was indicating and what the next step was to provide continuous progress or 
acceleration to grade level. The participants indicated low participation in planning for 
the acceleration of students to grade level. The participants indicated that discourse in 
planning for the engagement of accelerating students to grade level was 18.9% never, 
33.3% weekly, and 47.8% monthly. This indicates that 20% of teachers who participated 
in the survey were not engaged in planning for accelerating students to grade level. 





monthly basis. However, the study district engages in PLCs on a weekly basis using  
DuFour et al.’s (2005) suggested four critical questions; yet, only 33.3% of the 
participants indicated that the weekly discourse included planning for accelerating 
students to grade level. 
The stakeholders that could affect student problems within the research study 
include the leadership at the district and building level. For this reason, the decision was 
made to focus the project on a workshop to include the building leadership team that 
consists of the principal, instructional coach, literacy resource teachers, and grade-level 
teacher leaders. In making this decision, I first reflected on the desired outcome of this 
project. I determined that the outcome of the project is to impact the building leadership 
team’s analysis of their site student data as they relate to the Balanced Literacy 
Evaluation data provided on the classroom teachers’, principals’, and instructional 
coaches’ perceptions of the reading implementation in regard to material, staff 
development, leadership, student and teacher impact, and student achievement. Second, I 
reflected on what has worked best in the district for delivering information and setting the 
stage for follow through to change practice. In discussion with colleagues, I determined 
that what worked best in the past is engaging the building leadership team with an 
opportunity to receive the results of the evaluation, and within the same setting, apply the 
information to their building student data to develop a literacy plan of action for their 
building. This plan of action will incorporate the existing model of embedded staff 





A 2-day workshop is planned for principals, instructional coaches, reading 
resource teachers, and grade-level teacher leaders to include a PowerPoint presentation of 
the results and recommendation of the reading implementation evaluation and a format 
that threads the focus of learning and achievement through the existing structures of the 
district leadership meeting, PLCs, and literacy collaboration time. The project for an 
evaluation many times is the evaluation itself, and the product is the white paper. 
Although a white paper provides the important components of the research study, I 
determined that the workshop provides the same information along with the opportunity 
to build a deeper understanding of student data for their building, shared leadership in 
developing an action plan, and revisiting the PLC format. This joint ownership is 
significant in motivating staff to participate.  
Review of the Literature 
During the late 1980s and early 1990s, there was an emphasis at the national level 
on improving reading instruction. At the same time as the reading wars, researchers 
investigated the connection between teacher development and teacher practice (Little, 
1981). Schools that showed greater success had higher student attendance and graduation 
rates (DeBoer, 1999). Supovitz (2002) attributed the success of these schools to the 
following: focus on teacher development, shared vision, and participation between 
student and teacher. 
Little (1981) conducted the first study to determine the connection between 
teacher staff development and teacher practice. Little indicated that successful schools 





focus, and (d) frequency and duration of staff development. Successful schools provide 
professional development opportunities for teachers to work collaboratively with other 
teachers; share ideas of instructional practice by using the teacher’s new learning to 
impact students; and providing the time to learn, time to practice, and time to share out 
student findings. This process created an accountability of the school as a workplace 
focused on increased results (Little, 1990). 
For the past 2 decades, researchers have shown that effective school improvement 
is based on three components: (a) teacher professional learning and school cultures;  
(b) teachers who experience rich learning opportunities teach in more ambitious and 
effective ways, and (c) a focus on teacher connected collaboration can have sustaining 
impact on teacher learning and student achievement (Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 
2009; DuFour et al., 2005; DuFour et al., 2006; Eaker & Keating, 2012; Gusky & Yoon, 
2009; Timperley & Alton-Lee, 2008). Little (1990) indicated that “the organizational 
structure of teaching work is central to the analysis” (p. 511). In addition, Little 
questioned the significance of the top down or school level requirement and rewarding of 
interdependence in refining teaching tasks. The forced setting for collegiality without the 
teacher’s desire to build interdependence has not guaranteed professional discourse. The 
following components were found in Little’s analysis as being prominent in the move 
from independent to interdependence: (a) “change in the frequency and intensity of 
teacher interaction, (b) “potential for conflict, and (c) probability of mutual influence”  





Little (1990) concluded that there are four conceptions of collegiality based on the 
prospect of altering teacher privacy: autonomous, collegial aid and assistance, collegial 
sharing, and interdependent. Each style of engagement impacts the effectiveness of the 
schools in different ways. According to Little, researchers cannot study the boundaries of 
teachers’ profession relationships without taking into consideration the “ordinary reality 
of informal exchange” (p. 513). Little stated that, “A school’s staff may be described as 
‘close,’ offering large doses of camaraderie, sympathy, and moral support, but the texture 
of collegial relations is woven principally of social and interpersonal interests” (p. 513). 
The first conception of collegiality, autonomous, was found to be the weakest and having 
the least influence. This work style is predominately characteristic of teachers working 
alone with sporadic and informal exchanges about curriculum content and instructional 
practice. There is little knowledge about how teachers’ work is impacted by the brief 
glimpse in classrooms or the stories told in passing (Little, 1990). 
The second conception of collegiality, sharing, is based on mutual help and 
assistance as requested (Little, 1990). The single universal expectation among teachers is 
that, when teachers need help from each other, there is a fine line between providing the 
answer and interfering with the teacher’s work. These sharing exchanges are usually 
begun with questions, are more topic specific, and do not offer opportunities for 
engagement with curriculum and instruction. This type of collegiality is engaged in with 
a protective shield to retain teacher self-esteem and professional standing (Little, 1990). 






The third conception of collegiality highlights the ongoing sharing of materials 
and methods or the “open exchange of ideas and opinions” (Little, 1990, p. 518). In this 
concept, teaching and learning is no longer private, but becomes public. Teachers reveal 
their ideas about teaching, and sharing can vary in frequency, depth, and consequence. 
Collegiality may be felt as a normal practice or obligatory, may include few or many 
teachers, and may be reciprocal or not. Little (1990) described collegiality as teachers’ 
relationships based on social and sharing instead of professional discourse. Sharing can 
be suppressed by a practice of noninterference and a fear of resource depletion. This 
concept of collegiality reinforces individualism and does little to alter teacher or student 
improvement. Consequently, collegiality of sharing, aid and assistance, or autonomy has 
a limited impact on school effectiveness. 
The fourth collegial concept practiced in learning communities and studied by 
Little (1990) refers to joint sharing or interdependence as “thoughtful, explicit 
examination of practices and their consequences” and showed success (p. 520). The 
concrete tasks could consist of meaningful collaboration to plan curriculum and 
assessments, determine student learning, improve instructional practice, analyze data, and 
provide just-in-time interventions. These connected community interactions lead to 
improved instructional practice. Change happens as teachers make their practice public. 
Little (2004) and Senge et al. (2012) concurred that teachers working autonomously in 
classrooms and learning teams required by administrators with little professional 





Early research on professional communities was initially engaged in at the teacher 
workplace and was based on teacher development in relation to school improvement. 
Little (1981) found that schools with “norms of collegiality and experimentation” (p. 15) 
were able to adapt to change more easily and recorded higher levels of student 
achievement. Other scholars indicated similar results when schools adopted norms of 
collegiality and provided for high levels of collaboration. In a study of 78 elementary 
schools, Rosenholt (1989) concluded that the school samples could be divided into 
“learning enriched” and “learning impoverished” based on the level of collaboration, 
professional sharing, and advice giving. Schools “where it is assumed improvement of 
teaching is a collective rather than individual enterprise and that analysis, evaluation and 
experimentation in concert with colleagues are conditions under which teachers 
improve,” there is an increase in teacher learning and student improvement (Rosenholt, 
1989, p. 73). In addition, schools in the learning enriched-with learning opportunities for 
teachers-also had higher student achievement gains.  
Newman and Wehlage (1995) reported on 1,200 schools using quantitative 
measures (surveys and test scores) and in-depth case studies. Newman and Wehlage 
found that academically successful schools engaged in effective use of PLCs. Newman 
and Wehlage concluded that these schools had the following characteristics: 
• Collective effort with clear vision for student learning 
• Collaborative culture 





Kruse, Louis, and Bryk (1994) indicated schools that were most effective in 
student achievement engaged in the following characteristics of PLCs:  
• Reflective conversation 
• De-privatization of their teacher practice 
• Shared focus on student learning 
• Collaboration 
• Shared norms and values 
Kruse and Marks (1998) conducted a study of 24 schools consisting of eight 
elementary, eight middle, and eight high schools. Kruse and Marks concurred with earlier 
findings that schools practicing PLCs with the above elements had a significant impact 
on teacher learning, instructional practice, and student achievement. 
Senge et al. (2012) listed the five disciplines that should be applied to an 
organization of education and the role of schools as a learning organization. One of the 
disciplines that Senge et al. focused on for schools was the “learning team” that is 
equated to professional development. Senge et al. indicated that PLCs “focus on building 
cooperative relationships … and structures of change … in an ongoing process that 
allows people to talk specifically … across grade levels … about how they want kids to 
develop and the supports they need” (p. 394). Senge implied that change requires 
collaboration with collective teacher participation around student learning and data to 
impact educational learning and achievement.  
Darling-Hammond, Wei, Andree, Richardson, and Orphanos (2009) concurred 





on the definition of best practice in effective professional development: 
Effective professional development is intensive, ongoing, and connected to 
practice; focuses on the teaching and learning of specific academic content; is 
connected to other school initiatives; and builds strong working relationships 
among teachers. (p. 5) 
Researchers (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Little, 1990, 2004; Schmoker, 2006; 
Senge, 1990, 2006; Senge et al., 2000, 2012; Vescio, Ross, & Adams, 2008) concurred 
with Fullan (2007) who affirmed professional learning in “professional learning 
communities contribute[s] to high performance by ensuring that all students learn, 
foster[s] a culture of collaboration, and focus [es] on results” (p. 209). Contrary to several 
researchers’ findings that PLCs benefited teachers and students, this did not have a 
significant impact on the practitioners (Little, 1990, 2006; Senge et al., 2000, 2012). 
Furthermore, Fullan, Hill, and Crevola, (2006) concurred with earlier findings by Little 
(1990), Rosenholtz (1989), and Schmoker (2005) that centrally driven PLCs are less 
successful. 
As Fullan (2007) describes, schools are embracing what the “new 
professionalism,” which is “collaborative, not autonomous, open rather than closed, 
outward looking rather than insular…the teaching profession must become a better 
learning profession” (p. 297). Fullan et al. (2006) selected the term professional learning 
over professional development or PLCs to emphasize the importance of teachers 
engaging in deeper daily learning. Fullan et al. emphasized a need for a change in the 





current practice of setting school improvement goals to attain 95% of students learning to 
be proficient in literacy requires more than professional development; instead, it requires 
“personalization, precision, and professional learning by teachers” (Fullan et al., 2006, p. 
35-36). Fullan et al. recommended the following:  
• Personalization: understanding and addressing the individual needs of 
each student as they change day-by-day or week-by-week (ongoing 
formative assessments to inform instruction and putting the individual 
student at the center of learning) 
• Precision: meeting learning needs in a focused, effective way, again as the 
needs occur and evolve-timely, on the spot precision, not packaged 
prescription (assessment for learning, using data to determine students’ 
needs, and providing specific response to individual student’s needs) 
• Professional learning: every teacher is deeply immersed daily in learning 
how to do this, while adapting to the dynamic learning needs of students, 
while getting better at meeting those needs. (p. 35 - 36)  
Teachers who use the practice of PLCs can contribute to change, but the practice does not 
delve into classroom practice to impact student achievement.  
DuFour, DuFour and Eaker (2008) defined a learning community as “a group of 
people working interdependently to achieve a common goal for which they are mutually 
accountable” (p. 179-180). PLCs focus on teacher development and analysis of student 





1. What do we expect students to learn (unpack standards, planning, and 
pacing)? 
2. How do we know when they have learned it (assessment)? 
3. How do respond when they don’t (intervention)? 
4. How do we respond when they’ve already learned (differentiation and 
enrichment)? 
Additionally, DuFour et al. (2008) identified 10 elements that appear in PLC success 
stories: 
1. A shared commitment to helping all students learn at high levels 
2. Clarity among teachers regarding the essential knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions students must acquire as a result of each unit, course, and 
grade level 
3. Clarity and consistency among teachers regarding the criteria for 
assessment 
4. Common formative assessments given frequently to monitor students’ 
learning in a timely manner 
5. Systematic interventions to provide additional time and support for 
students who experience difficulty and additional opportunities for them to 
demonstrate what they have learned 
6. Teachers working interdependently in collaborative teams to attain results-
oriented goals for which they are mutually accountable and taking 





7. Individual and teacher team using results from a variety of assessments to 
respond to the learning needs of individual students and to inform and 
improve their professional practice  
8. Teams engaged in collective inquiry and building shared knowledge of 
effective practices by examining both internal and external sources of 
information 
9. Ongoing job-embedded learning for teachers as part of their routine work 
practice in recognition of the power of learning by doing 
10. Clear parameters regarding what is right about the school’s culture and 
where individual and teams can exercise professional autonomy. (p. 196-
197) 
These elements have been identified in research on successful school practice and are 
considered necessary to improve student achievement and closing the achievement gap.  
Researchers (Darling-Hammond & Richardson, 2009; DuFour et al., 2008; 
DuFour et al., 2006; DuFour et al., 2005; Eaker & Keating 2012; Fullan et al., 2006; 
Gusky & Yoon, 2009; Kruse & Marks, 1998; Little, 2006; Newman & Wehlage, 1995; 
Timperley & Alton-Lee, 2008; Schmoker, 2005; Senge, 2006) have identified the 
connection between collaboration and educational improvement. However, as Schmoker 
(2004) stated, “clarity precedes competence,” (p. 85) emphasizing that the lack of 
precision is an obstacle in the implementation of PLCs. DuFour et al. (2010) stated, “the 
term professional learning communities have become so common place and have been 





common interest in education that it is in danger of losing all meaning” (p. 10). DuFour et 
al. clarified PLCs as  
an ongoing process in which educators work collaboratively in recurring cycles of 
collective inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the students 
they serve. Professional learning communities operate under the assumption that 
the key to improved learning for students is continuous job-embedded learning for 
educators. (p. 11) 
The study district has been engaged in PLCs at each site under the direction of 
outside staff developers from Solution Tree using the DuFour et al. (2005) model for 5 
years. There has been a varying degree of success from PLCs that are based on 
collegiality ranging from autonomy, aid and assistance, sharing, and connected 
interdependence. Success is possible for all schools, but it will depend on whether the 
school culture can move away from the traditional practice and into a culture of 
interdependent discourse by all teachers. As a result, this project was designed to develop 
effective PLCs that focus on digging deeper into teacher learning about reading practice 
in order to close the gap for all students.  
Project Implementation 
The purpose of this project is to improve literacy proficiency for students in 
elementary schools. This project will consist of a reading workshop for the building 
leadership team, which includes the principals, instructional coaches, literacy resource 
teacher, and grade-level teacher leaders. The workshop will consist of a 2-day workshop 





1. Summary of the reading program evaluation featuring data analysis and 
recommendations 
2. Evaluation results and student data to examine site needs 
3. Revisiting what is working in their current site based staff development 
(district leadership meeting, site curriculum team meeting, grade-level 
PLCs, and collaboration time) 
4. Proposed format for connecting the four learning teams’ focus on teacher 
development and student learning 
An additional goal of this presentation is to develop a connection between the four 
meetings that are instrumental in the professional development of teachers in the study 
district. The district has a meeting each month with elementary principals, instructional 
coaches, and literacy resource teachers. Each site has a 45-mintue, grade-level PLC 
scheduled 1 day a week. Also, everyday teachers have a 25-minute collaboration time 
that is designated to focus on literacy twice a month. The workshop goal is to 
demonstrate how these meetings can be connected and the work threaded across all 
committees in a timely manner. The information on student data and interventions could 
thread across meeting groups to form a cohesive effort to close the achievement gap as 








Threading the Reading Focus Across Groups 
 
Literacy Meetings: Reading Focused  
“Student Learning is the Thread that Weaves the Teacher Learning Together” 
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Note. Question to consider:  Are at least 85 % of our students succeeding at grade level curriculum after 
core instruction? If not, core instruction needs to be examined. 
 
The distributive leadership model with participants from each grade level and 
department is key to program implementation and guiding teachers through the change 
process. The analysis of the data and the recommendations is provided to offer support 
for the leadership team to bring this information to their staff. The goal of the PowerPoint 
presentation is to empower site leadership to work with their staff to determine their 
needs in the journey of increasing teacher learning and expertise in reading instruction. 
The building leaders will impact the reading program implementation at the teacher level, 





To determine the project, I first reflected on the desired outcome. I determined the 
outcome of the project is on building the leadership team’s analysis of their site as it 
relates to classroom teachers’, principals, and instructional coaches’ perceptions of the 
reading implementation in regard to material, staff development, leadership, student and 
teacher impact, and student achievement. Second, I reflected on what has worked best in 
the study district for delivering information and setting the stage for follow through to 
change practice. I determined that what has worked best is engaging the building 
leadership team, which consists of the principal, assistant principal, instructional coach, 
and GLTL in an opportunity to (a) receive the information on the reading evaluation 
study at the same time; (b) determine their building status for the categories of 
professional development, materials, and leadership support; (c) study their grade-level 
student data and their process of monitoring student performance; and (d) develop a plan 
of action to thread the process through the available meeting time. I prepared a Power 
Point presentation, Reading Workshop (Appendix A), along with relevant handouts 
(Appendix A) to support the participants’ work. I will facilitate the workshop and will 
begin with providing the results of the reading implementation survey and the 
recommendations. Then, teams will work independently to draw a representation of their 
learning of the data provided from the reading implementation study and their student 
data. The final portion of the workshop will include using the information gained to plan 
a staff meeting to increase teacher knowledge and student achievement through their PLC 





principal’s meetings, PLCs, and grade-level collaboration time to thread data analysis and 
student learning through each meeting. 
Potential Resources and Existing Supports 
There is a sense of urgency in the study district to increase reading proficiency 
across student subgroups in order to meet district goals and state mandates. As a result, 
there continues to be support for a focus on developing sustainable, effective PLCs to 
impact literacy learning. The study district has key resources in place to support a focus 
on developing interdependent PLCs, namely administrative interns, instructional coaches, 
and literacy resource teachers. Classroom teachers’ feedback will be requested to focus 
professional learning to meet the literacy needs of their students. Additionally, the district 
has word work assessments and DRAs, which provide data on word accuracy, fluency, 
and comprehension. These resources provide formative data when combined with 
anecdotal records from student conferences to inform data-driven decision making for 
targeted interventions. 
Potential Barriers 
Potential barriers for the presentation and workshop are minimal. A perceived 
barrier could be administration’s refusal to allow the presentation and/or the workshop to 
be scheduled due to time constraints and resources. Another perceived barrier could be a 
building leader’s limited knowledge of PLC implementation and the change process. In 
addition, the teacher participants may not be committed to the PLC work at their site; 





different stages of PLC implementation, and this could impede success for some 
buildings.  
Proposal for Implementation and Timetable 
I will be prepared for the presentation and workshop for the leadership team after 
the full acceptance of the doctoral study by Walden University. I will request a meeting 
to present the project to the district administrator to determine if there is support for the 
presentation at a 2-day summer workshop for one group of stakeholders, the building 
leadership team. This meeting will include discussion of the findings and 
recommendations along with a draft of the proposed workshop. I will also offer to serve 
in any capacity to distribute this information to the other stakeholders. Following the 
school administrators’ direction, I will prepare to meet the directives. 
Prior to launching this literacy-based project for the revisiting of PLCs to impact 
student achievement, I will meet with instructional coaches and literacy resource teachers 
to coordinate the development of a guidebook on reading skills and reading strategy 
lessons to use for demonstrating the process of ongoing interventions. This modeling is 
imperative for teacher success in determining what the student needs next. This was 
voiced in the reading survey as an area that teachers indicated they needed more 
professional development. Participants reported that they could analyze the data and 
determine what area the student was weak in, but were not successful at determining the 










   Time Required     Charge 
________________________________________________________________________ 
6 months prior    Consult calendar and request district rooms.  
 
4 months prior    Meeting dates and pertinent information are sent out 
to participants. 
 
4 months prior Secure computers for participants to access data from the 
district web site 
 
4 month prior Meet with Instructional Coaches and Literacy Resource 
teachers to organize a guidebook on literacy skills and 
strategy lessons for remediation. 
 
2 months prior Prepare data sheets of all students below grade level by 
building. 
 
3 weeks prior Prepare handouts, video segments and evaluation tools. 
 
2 weeks prior Complete skills and strategy lessons from instructional 
coaches and literacy resource teachers.  
Make posters for presentation. 
 
1week prior Organize participants binders and gather supplies 
 (masking tape, tape, markers, highlighters, chart paper 
post its). 
 
a.m. prior Check room, technology connections, projectors, 








The project will be a goal-based, leadership workshop. The overall goal of this 
workshop is for the building leadership teams to develop a plan for the improvement of 
the reading implementation at their site. At the close of each workshop session, 
participants will complete a brief survey. The evaluation questions will center on the 
following:  
1. What did you learn from the survey data of classroom teachers’, 
instructional coaches’, and principals’ perception in regards to materials, 
staff development, and leadership? 
2. What did you learn about your student data? 
3. What are the key components that will be initiated at your school to 
impact change in the reading implementation in regards to PLC and 
collaboration time? 
4. What professional learning structures are working at each grade level? 
5. How can leadership support the functions of PLCs and collaboration time? 
The primary focus of the project evaluation is to determine the effect of the 
professional development workshop on student learning. First, the structure of delivery of 
PLC content can be evaluated on a monthly basis, by PLC participants, on what they 
learned, understand, and know what and how to do. A second component of the 
evaluation that will be ongoing after the completion of the 2-day project will include 
monitoring student achievement at 2-week intervals to determine if the interventions 





work, identifying students’ needs, and determining the next step in instruction will be 
documented as a part of each meeting. Students will be given the DRA each trimester to 
monitor progress. Student preintervention scores will be compared to postintervention 
scores. 
The secondary focus of the project is to determine the effect of the professional 
development on teacher practice. Each trimester teachers will fill out a short self-
assessment to provide input on the following components:  
• Their perception of the value of the connection between the four meetings  
• Format effectiveness of using DuFour et al.’s (2005) four critical 
questions to impact student achievement 
The site curriculum leadership team will review and analyze the regularly scheduled 
evaluations in preparation for planning upcoming meetings.  
Implications Including Social Change 
At the local level, social change in instructional literacy is critical to close the 
achievement gap for all subgroups. In 2012, which is the most current data that aligns to 
the standards this study reflects, Grade 3 proficiency was indicated for the following 
subgroups: Hispanics at 62.2%, Blacks at 65.1%, American Indians at 76.7%, Asians at 
77.3%, and Whites at 84.1%. This indicates that the Hispanic and Black subgroups are 
approximately 20% lower than the White subgroup. The Grade 4 proficiency for the 
subgroups was as follows: Hispanics at 58.6%, Blacks at 70.5%, Asians at 71.6%, 
American Indians at 79.4%, and Whites at 82.8%. Grade 4 is similar to Grade 3 with a 





other subgroups below the White proficiency rate. The grade proficiency for the 
subgroups was as follows: Hispanics at 68.4%, American Indians at 70%, Blacks at 
74.8%, Asians at 76.8%, and Whites at 88.7%. For the Hispanic subgroup across the 
three grade levels, there was a consistent proficiency rate of 20% lower than the White 
subgroup.  
As indicated in Figure 13 below, the district data indicates that the student group 
made gains in each subgroup in Grade 3, 4, and 5. However, there were no significant 
gains in closing the achievement gap between subgroups across the 3-year span. This 
project emphasizes the need to focus on each student’s achievement, and through PLC 
work, become a part of the daily process of teacher learning and student progression to 
grade-level proficiency. 
 






















Teachers in this research study identified a need for staff development to increase 
student achievement for struggling readers. Teachers indicated that they could analyze 
data and determine students’ challenges, but needed to have staff development on what to 
do next. This is closely aligned with DuFour et al.’s (2008) four critical components in 
effective PLCs. The framework of this project leads teachers through the four questions, 
which requires discourse to include the decision on what to do next. The workshop will 
include samples of interventions for developing specific reading skills. The process of the 
2-day review of student work provides ongoing monitoring.  
Conclusion 
In this section, I introduced the plans for a revisit and focus on effective PLCs 
framed around the current definition of PLC work: an ongoing process in which 
educators work collaboratively in recurring cycles of collective inquiry and action 
research to achieve better results for the students they serve. PLCs operate under the 
assumption that the key to improved learning for students is continuous. The goal is to 
make a connection between the four meetings that are ongoing throughout the year across 
the district. The thread across the meetings is student learning. Keeping all meetings 
focused on data-driven decision making to inform instructional practice on a consistent 
basis must include the administrators, instructional coaches, literacy resource teachers, 
and the teachers of reading. The end goal of the project is to increase the effectiveness of 
the PLCs by engaging teachers in interdependent discourse based on student work and 






This concurrent, nested, mixed methods case study was implemented to evaluate 
the current reading program with regard to principals’, instructional coaches’, and 
teachers’ perceptions of the material, staff development, leadership, and engagement. 
According to the results of the survey, teachers requested staff development on 
accelerating students to grade level, effective intervention strategies, and meeting the 
needs of advanced reading students. PLCs were not occurring throughout the district on a 
regular basis.  
In Section 4, I will address the project’s strengths in addressing the problem, 
recommendations for remediation of problem, and suggestions for other possibilities to 






Section 4: Reflections and Conclusions 
Introduction 
The intent of this formative evaluation using a mixed methods case study research 
design was to determine the principals’, instructional coaches’, and teachers’ perceptions 
of the reading program and student achievement data in a Midwest school district. The 
new state law in the study district requires grade-level proficiency in reading by the end 
of Grade 3 for all pupils. According to the data, although there has been consistent 
growth for subgroups from 2009-2012, there is still a gap between White students and the 
subgroups of Hispanic, Black, and Native American students.  
In the first section of Section 4, I will discuss the project’s strengths and 
limitations, as well as recommendations for remediation of limitations. The subsequent 
sections are focused on my learning and reflection of me as a scholar, project developer, 
and a leader. The final section is on the project’s potential impact on social change and 
implications for future research. 
Project Strengths 
The project aligns with the district’s current practice of implementing PLCs at 
each site. Currently, PLC meetings are mandatory for all teachers once a week for 45 
minutes throughout the year at no additional cost to the district. The purpose of the 
project is to revitalize the PLC discourse and thread student learning focus across district 
and building meeting groups. The project is in response to teachers’ feedback in the 
survey indicating the need for staff development in the area of accelerating students to 





implementation in the scholarly literature and among numerous researchers regards the 
ineffective practice of PLCS. DuFour et al. (2006) indicated that the term PLC has 
become widely used in education to describe virtually any group of individuals meeting 
around a shared topic of interest. The concern is that the meaning of PLCs will be lost 
without keeping the central purpose and structure in place that supports teacher learning 
and student achievement based on data-driven decision making. The district’s training in 
PLC work has been based on DuFour et al.’s four critical components: continuous cycle 
of identifying individual students, just-in-time instruction, interventions on student needs 
within a limited timeframe, and monitoring student progress across time. The purpose of 
revisiting PLC components is to train new teachers or new teams and deepen existing 
trained teachers’ knowledge in the practice of effective PLCs. Time will be provided to 
learn about current research on the importance of collegial interdependence and the 
connection to increased student achievement, as well as reflect on current PLC practice at 
the building site. As PLC learning is not new, this workshop will be a time of renewal for 
those who have been a part of the PLC practice as providing a foundational structure for 
new staff members. Essentially revisiting PLC structure and purpose is an opportunity to 
recommit to the power of interdependence in the work building-wide and its connection 
to student achievement.   
One possible project limitation may be the resources needed to pay K-5 building 
teams from the 24 elementary schools to attend the 2-day reading workshop as described 
in Section 3. The participants include the K-5 classroom teachers, instructional coaches, 





August before school starts. The teacher contract requires that staff development outside 
of the duty time is voluntary and paid at a rate of $133.00 per day. The 2-day workshop 
for grade-level teacher leaders, instructional coaches, and literacy resource teachers 
would cost the district approximately $51,072. This amount of resource would need to 
have budget approval 1 year prior to implementation. Therefore, the timeliness and 
possible lack of funds may be seen as impractical at this time.  
Recommendations for Remediation of Limitations 
Due to the limited resources in this study district, another option that I propose is 
committing already scheduled meetings to the work of focusing on the effectiveness of 
the PLCs of practice currently in the schools. The study district’s mission of increasing 
all student performance to proficiency by Grade 3 to comply with the state law requires 
continuous focus on four components: (a) what do students need to know, (b) identifying 
when they know it, (c) plan for interventions when they do not, and (d) differentiating 
when they already know it (DuFour et al., 2008). An alternative to the summer workshop 
could be to designate the June and August K-5 grade-level teacher leader meetings to the 
revival of PLCs to address the literacy needs of the students. The cost of these two 
meetings is currently in the budget and would not require any additional funding. 
Another option to revisit the PLC implementation across the district is to provide 
the aforementioned evaluation results and PLC work at the monthly meeting attended by 
the principals, instructional coaches, and literacy resource teachers and also at an existing 
meeting on the calendar for the grade-level teacher leaders. The groups would receive the 





would meet to determine a plan to revitalize the PLCs at their building. From this point 
professional development on PLCs could be an ongoing topic at staff meetings or the 
district could designate time at one of the three staff development days for the school to 
engage in the conversation using the Workshop Day 2 activities. This option would 
require a commitment to increase the effectiveness of PLC work to increase teacher 
literacy knowledge and student achievement. As DuFour et al. (2008) stated, there are too 
many loosely structured meetings being called PLCs, and the concept is going to fade 
away because the real work is not being done. The study district has been trained in using 
DuFour et al.’s critical components for over 5 years. However, with changes in staff and 
administration, the opportunity to review the PLC structure and to set expectations for 
teacher engagement is critical to the implementation of effective and efficient meetings 
focused on teacher learning and student achievement. 
Analysis of Self as Scholar 
As a scholar, I learned that it was a challenge to perform the in-depth research 
required for saturation of the topic and developing an organizational structure that 
enabled me to finish the doctoral study. I believe there is much to be said for the 
ingredients that make a scholar successful besides a passion for learning, namely 
perseverance, patience, flexibility, and collegial support. I have a passion for the 
importance of grade-level proficiency in literacy for all students. Along with that is the 
leadership required to form a vision and mission that provides direction, motivation, and 





the center, as the school system is held accountable for student proficiency to grade-level 
reading.  
This research study is a culminating educational endeavor as I have earned a 
master in educational leadership, K-12 principal licensure, and my current studies for the 
doctor of education degree. In my thesis for my master’s program, I did not do any data 
collection in the process. The process for this doctoral study research was much more 
intense as I focused on designing the methodology and determining the type of research 
appropriate for the evaluation of the reading program implementation. The knowledge I 
gained about the historical background of reading and the immense research done on 
reading curriculum and instruction has benefited my current position as well as my 
conversations with colleagues. I learned that anything is possible if there is a passion for 
knowledge, patience to overcome challenges, flexibility to stay the course no matter what 
direction it goes, and perseverance to attain the goal.  
Analysis of Self as Practitioner 
I have been in leadership roles to plan and implement K-5 literacy staff 
development for the past 6 years. Before that I was an instructional coach working with 
K-5 teachers in developing their instructional practice. In order to do this, I needed to 
keep current in best practice in teaching and professional development including PLCs. 
My career path was changing at the same time the demands for the hours of research 
were increasing. However, because my research topic was connected to reading, it had an 





the history of reading challenges and how they have laid the framework for where 
educators are today. I have gained knowledge and confidence in my practice.  
Analysis of Self as Project Developer 
Through the years of experience developing literacy professional development 
workshops for the district and providing guidance for external national presenters, I was 
able to follow the same protocol and develop this project in stages. I started with what the 
data analysis indicated and the recommendations suggested. From there I determined that 
the project that would impact teacher instruction to improve learning for all students. In 
some ways as a project developer I started with a backward design. What do I want the 
result to be? Then, I determined sequence of learning to support the outcome. What 
material is required to increase participants’ knowledge and opportunity for self-
reflection so they can determine what steps need to be taken? Finally, I determined what 
the first step will be to engage the participants and keep them wanting more. 
I continue to learn the value of good communication and that even when a person 
thinks he or she has good communication, there still can be misconceptions. Further 
attributes that are essential to a project leader’s success are collaboration, organization, 
and flexibility in changing course within a short time frame. I can do that when I have 
control; however, an internal evaluator sometimes does not have control over the 
outcome. As a project developer, this requires patience, problem solving, and 





The Project’s Potential Impact on Social Change 
The choice of Walden University as an institution to pursue a doctoral degree was 
based partially on their commitment to social change and the reality of a global vision of 
learning. The vision I have had since the beginning of my work in education has been to 
lead with the heart through the lens of social change. Impacting students’ learning in 
literacy has been a privilege in my position as a leader at the district level and at the 
teacher level. This project’s potential for social change lies in the impact the teacher 
collaboration has on reading proficiency for all students. The project provides a renewed 
effort to promote the process that is imperative to successful implementation of effective 
PLCs. Acquiring the knowledge of effective collaboration that impacts student 
achievement and systematic review of the data to determine students’ continuous 
progress is essential for all students to attain grade-level proficiency. The potential 
impact of social change at the local level is to increase proficiency in reading for all 
students and closing the achievement gap for the subgroups of Black, Native American, 
Asian, Hispanic, special education student, and students on free and reduced lunches. 
Reading is the foundation for success in all content areas and life itself. Through research 
and scholarly readings, I have found evidence that the lack of reading proficiency impacts 
students’ self-concept, student behavior, graduation rate, income potential, and even the 
prison population. These factors are a reality for students and provide me with the 
challenge each day to be that agent of social change. 
The potential for teacher discourse in the PLCs could impact whole group 





examining student data, selecting students according to their needs, determining 
interventions to provide next best instruction, and monitoring student growth sets the 
stage for collectively addressing each student, one student at a time. The revitalizing of 
PLCs will instill in staff the power they have for impacting social change on a daily basis. 
PLCs can be the catalyst for social change. The teachers’ learning and the student 
achievement gains are the impetuses for ongoing interdependent relationships across the 
school.  
Implications, Applications, and Directions for Future Research 
The importance of the formative evaluation of the reading program was to provide 
feedback to the district from the principals’, teachers’, and instructional coaches’ 
perceptions of the current reading program. The study was designed to gather information 
from all participants on the current reading materials, staff development, leadership 
support, and teacher and student engagement. The qualitative and quantitative data 
analysis and recommendations will provide the study district with a basis for future 
decision making to improve the reading program.  
Additional research could be conducted as an experimental two-group design to 
determine the impact on student learning. A research study could be comprised of a 
group of schools using the DuFour et al.’s (2008) components in an effective process 
with high levels of interdependent discourse versus schools that do not implement the 
PLC process along with student achievement data.  
Another research study could be focused on a follow up to the existing PLC 





implementation of PLCs could be used in the study district as well as local and far 
reaching. There are multiple perspectives that could be evaluated regarding the delivery 
of PLC contents and the examination of student achievement in conjunction with PLC 
content. Research could include examining the resultant data on student proficiency and 
PLC practice to determine effective instructional practice. Another perspective that could 
be evaluated is the impact of PLC work and teacher efficacy in improving student 
achievement, which could be measured through self-reflection surveys (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk, 2001). These perspectives would provide data on the actual practice 
as reported by leadership and staff at each site. Using their building data, they could 
determine the next steps for improving their PLC practice.  
Conclusion 
In Section 4, I discussed the project’s strengths and limitations and provided two 
suggested options for remediation of the limitations. The subsequent sections were 
focused on my self-reflection as a scholar, project developer, and leader for change. The 
final section was on the project’s potential impact on social change and implications for 
future research.  
The doctoral study project was designed to evaluate the current reading program 
in the study district. Participants indicated a need for staff development in the area of 
accelerating students to grade level and effective intervention strategies. The current 
practice of PLCs in this study district provides a format for embedded staff development 
that addresses both of these desired opportunities for learning with the result of 





teacher groups to meet on a weekly basis. According to the study results, 40% of the 
participants indicated that they planned for differentiation within the reading lesson, and 
31 % reported that they planned for acceleration of students to grade level on a weekly 
basis. These numbers reflect the fact that literacy does not have to be the topic of the 
PLC’s work. Teacher groups determine the topic depending on their student’s needs. 
However, the teachers are currently requesting the opportunity for more literacy training, 
and the leaders confirm this need. Also, teachers reported the use of monitoring charts 
and problem solving charts as rated valuable by only 30% of the teachers. These are 
district provided tools to identify and determine instruction for students with reading 
needs and monitor student learning. The project identified for this study district is a 
review and commitment to in-depth work of implementing effective PLCs at each site 
that transcends the current practice with the thread of student learning across district and 
building teams. The formative evaluation of the reading program provided principals’, 
instructional coaches’, and teachers’ perceptions of the reading material, staff 
development, leadership, and student and teacher engagement. There was a need to 
revisit the current practice of PLCs to increase teacher knowledge and student 
achievement. It is hypothesized that the implementation of renewing the PLC practice 
and the thread of student learning through district and building sites may have an effect 
on student learning outcomes. This is vital to the study district, as they are required to 
meet the state law of all students attaining grade level proficient by third grade and the 
2012 ESEA waiver, a federal legislation that requires Minnesota to reduce the 
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Appendix A: The Project 
Reading Workshop 
Agenda – Day 1 
What Does The Data Reveal? 
 
INTRODUCTION  
The focus of this workshop is to present the Reading Implementation Evaluation Data, 
recommendations and the connection to our work in Professional Learning Communities. 
In doing so we will revisit the essential components of PLC work in action and develop a 
building plan for the continuation of best practice in teacher learning to improve student 
achievement. 
 
MATERIALS NEEDED   PARTICIPANT HANDOUTS 
PPT: Reading Workshop                                Handout 1 Recommendations 
Computer Access/ Viewpoint   Handout 2 PLC Tool for Meeting Participants 
 Measures of Academic        Needs         
     Progress (MAP)   Handout 3 4 PLC Cycle of Interdependent 
 MCA-II Data         Collaboration 
DRA Data                                                 Handout 4 PLC Four Essential Questions 
 (FAST)     Handout 5 Cultural Shifts in a Professional            
                Learning Community 
Chart Paper     Handout 6 Examination of Collegiality within     
           the PLC Structure 
       Handout 7 Laying the Foundations 
     Handout 8 PLC Plan of Action 
      Handout 9 Evaluation Day 1 
 
TIME   AGENDA TOPICS 
30 min   Introduction (830 – 900) 
90 min   Reading Implementation Evaluation Results (9:00 10:30) 
15 min   Break (10:30 – 10:45) 
45 min   Revisiting PLC work and Essential Elements (10:45 – 12:00) 
60 min   Lunch (12:00 – 1:00) 
60 min PLC Components and Connection to teacher learning and student   
                                            achievement (1:00 – 2:00)               
15 min   Break (2:00 – 2: 15) 
105 min Review current PLC practice in your building and “What’s Next?” 
10 min   Set agenda for tomorrow based on current data  (4:00 – 4:10) 







Agenda – Day 2 
What Does The Data Reveal? 
 
INTRODUCTION  
The focus for today’s professional learning community is to identify students and 
determine possible skills in which struggling readers are below proficient. What are the 
foundational skills that more complex reading skills are built? Working collaboratively 
share your knowledge to identify priority skills, intervention lessons and evaluations tools 
to determine effectiveness of intervention.  This will be shared and expanded on by your 
grade level teacher leaders at an upcoming Professional Learning Community meeting in 
your school. 
 
MATERIALS NEEDED   PARTICIPANT HANDOUTS  
PPT: Reading Workshop   Handout 10 Student Data Triangulation  
Chart Paper     Handout 11 Turning Data into information 
Reading Curriculum Binder containing       Reading Area of Concern 
Reading Progression Diagram   Handout 12 Reading Instructional Model for 
Progress Monitoring Charts        Student Success 
      Handout 13 Flow Chart for Reading Assessment 
           to Intervention for Student    
           Success in Reading    
      Handout 14 ELA Standards 
      Handout 15 Literacy Evaluation Tool   
           (Measuring Long term results    
           Tri 1, Tri 2 & Tri 3) 
      Handout 16 Evaluation Day 2 
 
    
TIME   AGENDA TOPICS 
120 min Analysis of Data (What does the data tell us about students below   
proficiency? Document student groups by level of need (8:45:11:00) 
    (includes (15 minute break) 
30 min   Reading Model for Instruction and Intervention  
60 min   Lunch (12:00 – 1:00) 
 Continued Reading Model for Instruction and Intervention to determine              
 next steps for student learning accelerate student learning  
10 min   Break (2:00 – 2: 10 






















Ed.D – Administrative Leadership 









Leadership Team Professional Development Focused On the  
Reading Implementation Evaluation Results  
and Future Implementation Steps to  





















Overview of Workshop Day 1 
•  Presentation of  the Balanced Literacy Program 
Evaluation Findings and Recommendations 

















Balanced Literacy Reading  
Implementation Scope 
•  K-5 Elementary Schools   
•  Classroom Teachers               
•  Instructional Coaches     























Balanced Literacy Implementation 
Reading Evaluation Purposes 
•  To determine the overall strengths and challenges of  
the Balanced Literacy Reading Implementation 
related to 
•  Leadership Support 
•  Teacher Development 
•  Materials 
•  Impact on Teachers and Students 
•  Overall Perspectives 
























•  Leadership Support 
•  Support by principals? 
•  Support by instructional coaches? 
•  Teacher Development 
•  Beneficial formal professional development? 
•  Beneficial job-embedded development? 
•  Materials 
•  Usefulness of  Reading Materials? 
•  Usefulness of  UbD documents? 
•  Impact 
•  Teacher knowledge and practice? 


























To collect responses from school level participants 
•  Format 
•  24 – 28 Forced-choice items (1/low to 5/high scale) 
•  Open ended questions related to each evaluation component 
(strengths, challenges, words)  
•  Participants 
•  Classroom teachers 
•  Elementary coaches 























Evaluation Methods (continued) 
•  Student Test Data 
























Evaluation Areas of  Findings 
•  Leadership Support (principal, instructional coach) 
•  Teacher Development (formal & job embedded) 
•  Materials (Reading, UbD) 
•  Impact on Teachers and Students 

























Survey Results: Principal Support 
•  High agreement across roles about strongest form of  
principal leadership 
•  Overall principal support of  the reading implementation  
•  Communicated expectations for implementation of  
reading  























Survey Results: Instructional Coach Support 
Classroom teachers and principals indicated the top 
results as 
•  Supported the work of  collaborative learning related 
to reading 
•  Discussed the use of  student data to inform 
instruction 
























Findings: Leadership Support 
Overall Leadership Support 
Modes and average ratings indicated that overall 
principals and instructional coaches were viewed as 
supportive of  the implementation of  reading across the 

























Findings: Professional Development 
Survey Results: Identified Formal Development Sessions Needed 
Top 4 professional development sessions indicated as 
needed by the classroom teachers and instructional 
coaches 
•  Accelerating students to grade level 
•  Meeting the needs of  advanced reading students 
•  Effective intervention strategies 
•  Sessions on phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, 























Findings: Professional Development  
Sample Quotes 
Greatest Strength  
“Not only  the quantity of  staff  development over the years, 
but the quality has been superb”.  
“Making Meaning and the Jan Richardson training helped to 


























•  Reading Materials – Numerous teaching materials 
•  UbD Documents – Curriculum aligned to 
Minnesota State Standards 
•  Stage 1 Desired Results 
•  What do students need to know and be able to do? 
•  Stage 2 Assessment 
•  How we will know students are making progress? 
























Survey Results: Reading Material 
Classroom Teacher ratings of  reading materials as 
“much” or “very much” useful  
•  Making Meaning teacher's guide (85%)  
•  Book room leveled books (85%) 
•  Reading UbD documents (78%) 























Survey Results: Reading Material 
Instructional coaches ratings of  reading materials as 
“much” or “very much” useful  
•  Reading UbD documents, problem solving chart, 
and monitoring charts were all individually 
supported by 94%  
•  Book room-leveled books and levels of  learners 
document at 88%  
























 Sample Quotes 
 
“The complexity of  learning and utilizing all the components 






















 Sample Quotes 
Time was included in responses about materials:  
•  “It is always a challenge to find the time to dig deeper into 
our materials.” One teacher explained, 
 “TIME    To really teach well there are so many components 
to teaching literacy. Especially with differentiated groups. 
TIME to plan lesson to teach shared reading, whole class 
reading, guided reading lessons for 6 reading groups, phonics 
skills, decoding skills, fluency skills, spelling, writing, grade 

























Findings: Impact  
Survey Results: Teacher Impact 
Teachers Perception: 
•  Making Meaning  was indicated by respondents as the 
least challenging to implement with an average of  over 
90%.  
•  Acceleration of  students to grade level was indicated as 
the most challenging to implement 
Instructional Coaches and Principals indicated a need 



























Findings: Teacher Impact  
Survey Results 
When considering your most challenging aspect of  
reading implementation, which form of  support 
would be most helpful as you refine your teaching 
practice in this area?  
•  33% of  the classroom teachers indicated collegial 
conversations  
•  21.4% indicated an opportunity to observe a colleague 

























Findings: Impact  
Student Impact: Survey Results 
The teacher data indicates that most (mode) participants ratings 
on a scale of  1/lowest to 5/highest as 
•  “4” - Students were working on literacy related work during 
independent reading time.  
•  “2” - Extent students engaged with reading and discussion with 
peers during independent reading time.  
Most of  the respondents ranked the student outcomes a “3” except 
•  Instructional coaches ranked the overall extent they expect positive 
gains in scores on standardized achievement tests this year as a “2”.  
•  The range for the extent students’ learned the expected outcomes were 

























Findings Overall Perspectives 
Reading Implementation 
























Findings Overall Perspectives 
Reading Implementation 
 Survey Results “Two Words” 
•  Sample positive words 
•  Exciting  
•  Rewarding 
•  Sample neutral words 
•  Challenging 
•  Busy 





























































































Recommendations for Reading 
Implementation  
1: Provide teacher professional development focused on  
(a) phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension; 
(b) accelerating students to grade level; 
(c) effective intervention strategies; and   
(d) meeting the needs of  the advance learner. 
2:  Provide instructional coach professional development focused on  
(a) phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension;  
(b) meeting the needs of  advanced reading students;  
(c) accelerating students to grade level; 
(d) effective intervention strategies, and  
(e) progress monitoring charts and the  

























Recommendations for Reading 
Implementation (continued) 
3: Provide professional development on determining what the data 
 analysis is indicating, which would be the next step for the 
 individual student to make continuous progress or acceleration 
 to grade level. “I know what the data indicates but “now what?” 
4: Provide opportunities for teachers to visit colleagues in their 
 classroom. 
5: Offer specific support focused on understanding the 
 components of  reading and writing including documents created 
 to guide instruction. 
6: Provide just in time profession development on previewing 
 upcoming units with a focus on what the student will know and 


























•  Teacher identified needs and our current 
Professional Learning Community and 
Collaboration Implementation 


























Professional Learning Communities  
 
A Shift in the Work of  Teachers:   
•  Reflecting on PLC’s in your building highlight the 
shifts that are true at your site.   
•  Circle the next step that would move PLC’s at your 

























Collegiality within the PLC Structure  
Stages of  Collegiality  
•  Autonomous 
•  Collegial Aid and Assistance 
•  Collegial Sharing  
•  Interdependent Collegiality 
Using the sheet provided determine the stage that best 

























Professional Learning Communities Continuum 
•  Chart your journey to developing an effective and 



























Evaluation Day 1 

























Overview of Workshop Day 2 
Part 3  
•  PLC in Practice 
•  Literacy Data Analysis 
•  District Level 
•  Building and Grade Level 
•  Determine Intervention 
•  Introduce Skills and Strategy Guidebook 
•  Part 4 
•  Develop plan for renewal of  PLC practice 


























Student Data Triangulation  
Review Current Student Data 
•  District Wide View 
•  Building/Grade Level 
•  MCA Data  
•  MAP Data  
•  DRA Data  
•  FAST Data  
•  Determine students below grade level 


























Reading Process for Success 
•  Reading Instruction Model for Student Success 
•  Flow Chart for Reading Assessment to Intervention 

























Plan for Staff  Meeting 
•  Agenda 
•  Survey Results and Recommendations 
•  PLC components to address staff  needs 
•  Collegiality Discourse 
•  PLC Structure (required) 
•  Provide data to classroom teachers  
•  Determine students selected for intervention 











































Professional Learning Team  
Literary Survey 
•  Professional Learning Community Members 
•  Administered 3 times each year 
•  Tri 1 
•  Tri 2 
























Evaluation Day 2 


























The Capacity for Change Lies Within! 
 
      Two hundred studies have shown that the only 
factor that can create student achievement is a 
knowledgeable, skilled teacher.  





























Thank You for Your Contribution  
!  Supporting our Students 
!  Supporting our Families 
!  Supporting each Other 
!  Committing to attending to the learning of  each 










Recommendations Based on Survey Results 
Recommendation 1: 
 Provide teacher professional development focused on  
a) phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension; 
b) accelerating students to grade level;  
c) effective intervention strategies; and  
d) meeting the needs of the advance learner. 
Recommendation 2:  
Provide instructional coach professional development focused on 
(a) phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension  
(b) meeting the needs of advanced reading students 
(c) accelerating students to grade level  
(d) effective intervention strategies  
(e) progress monitoring charts  
(f) problem solving chart. 
Recommendation 3:  
Provide professional development on determining what the data analysis is 
indicating, which would be the next step for the individual student to make 
continuous progress or acceleration to grade level. “I know what the data indicates 
but “now what?” 
Recommendation 4:  
Provide opportunities for teachers to visit colleagues in their classroom. 
Recommendation 5:  
Offer specific support focused on understanding the components of reading and 
writing and documents created to guide instruction. 
Recommendation 6:  
Provide just in time profession development on previewing upcoming units with a 
focus on what the student will know and be able to do. 
Recommendation 7: 
Focus on Independent Reading by providing resources and opportunities for 
discussion about reading. 
Recommendation 8:  
Future curriculum writing to focus on making connections that provides a pathway 
for teaching all the components of literacy. 
Recommendation 9:  
Focus collaborative learning opportunities at the teacher and literacy leadership level 










PLCS as Tool for Meeting Participant’s Needs 
 
 
PLCs as Tool for Meeting Participant’s Needs 
 
PLAN                                      
• Data Disaggregation 
 
INSTRUCT Recommendation 1: 
Provide teacher professional development 
focused on  
a) phonemic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension 
b) accelerating students to grade 
level 
c) effective intervention strategies  
 d) meeting the needs of the advance 
 learner  
 
Recommendation 5:  
Offer specific support focused on 
understanding the components of reading 
and writing and documents created to guide 
instruction. 
 
Recommendation 2:  
Provide instructional coach professional 
development focused on 
a) phonemic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension 
b) meeting the needs of advanced 
reading students 
c) accelerating students to grade level 
d) effective intervention strategies 
e) progress monitoring charts  
 f) problem solving chart 
 
Recommendation 6:  





on previewing upcoming units with a focus 
on what the student will know and be able to 
do. 
MEASURE    
• Assessment, Maintenance  
Monitoring 
 
Assessments to determine students needs 
and to follow student progress. 
REFLECT  









Recommendation 3:  
Provide professional development on 
determining what the data analysis is 
indicating, which would be the next step for 
the individual student to make continuous 
progress or acceleration to grade level. “I 


































PLC Cycle for Interdependent Collaboration 
 
PLAN 
Establish Routines for Management System   Developing SMART Goals 
Know Your Students     Unpacking Common Core Standards 




 MEASURE                                                                                                                                
Variety of Assessment 
Record and Monitor Student Progress 
 
REFLECT   
Collaborate with Peers  
Engage with Instructional Coach 
Determine Student Intervention 
  
• How are we progress 
monitoring?                      
• Is it working? 
• What are we going to do 
about it?  
• Strategies Teaching 
• What do students need to 
know? 
• Focus Smart Goal 
• What's the problem?             
• Why is this occurring? 




INSTRUCT                                         
Focused Core  
Instruction        
                                                         
 







Opening Learning Time Closing 
• Student Friendly 
Learning Environment 
• Stated Objective 
• Make Meaningful 
Connection for 
Students 
• Literacy Gradual Release Model – 
• Discussion – partner, small group and 
whole group 
• Inquiry  
• Feedback 
• Sharing/Feedback 







PLC FOUR ESSENTIAL QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 
 
What do we expect our students to learn? 
• School and Classroom Expectations 
• Meet or Exceed in core standards at grade level or above grade level 
• Read, write, apply, and comprehend across content areas 
• Skills at the high end of the Webb’s Depth of Knowledge Levels 
• Predicting, Imaging, Inferring, Questioning, Summarizing, Connecting 
 
How will we know they have learned it? 
• Formative/Summative/Common Assessment  
• Pre/Post Test   
• Rubric/Checklist 
• Fluency Checks   
• Class participation 
• Teachers Observations 
• Item Analysis 
 
How will we respond when they do not learn it? 
• Differentiated Instructions 
• Intervention 
o Target Specific skills 
• Flexible Grouping 
• Guided Reading   
• Choice Activities 
• Leveled Materials (below, on level, above)  
• Referral to problem solving team 
• Parent Contact 
 
How will we extend and enrich the learning for students who have 
demonstrated proficiency? 
• Use Leveled Readers   
• Enriched – Leveled Reader – Novels 
• Centers – High Level   



























Examination of Collegiality within the PLC Structure 
Stages of 
Collegiality 








Autonomous • Teacher works alone with sporadic 
and informal exchanges about 
curriculum content and instructional 
practice.  
• Brief glimpses into the classroom or 




• Teacher interaction based on help and 
assistance.  
• Questions are more topic specific, and 
do not provide opportunities for 
engagement about curriculum and 
instruction,  
• Engaged with a protective shield to 





• Open exchange of ideas and opinions.  
• Sharing based on social instead of 
professional and can vary in 
frequency, depth and consequence. 




• Collective effort with clear vision 
      for student learning and improving             
 teacher practice 
• Collaborative culture  






































PLC Action Form Staff Option 
 
 




Focus/Plan (What is the problem? Why is this occurring?  Which of our 





Strategies/Do (What are we going to do about it? How will we provide time and 
support. What strategies were used by my teammates whose students performed well?) 
Assessment /Check (How are we going to progress monitor? Is it working?) 




Remediate/Response (What are we going to do about it? How will we help the 




Enrichment/Response (How will we enrich and extend the learning of the students 









EVALUATION DAY 1 
 
PLC: Ten Critical Questions for Effective PLC Work 
Following are the first FIVE questions we will use to evaluate our Literacy PLC work. 
1) Have we revisited the PLC framework and determined the status of our grade 
levels and/or building? 
 
 Yes     No   
 
2) Have we determined the next step to attain a highly effective PLC structure 
focused on student learning and increasing teacher knowledge? 
 
 Yes     No  
 
3) Have we examined reading data to identify each student in need of reading 
intervention? 
 
 Yes     No  
 
4) Have we examined data to identify the specific skills for which intervention in 
reading instruction is needed?  
     Yes     No  
5) Have we reviewed the reading instruction flow chart and determined skills for 
interventions in each pillar of reading? 
    Yes     No  
 
 


























ESL Sp. Ed. 
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      







Turning Data into Information 
Grade Level ________________ 
Reading Area of Concern 
 Word 
Knowledge 






(Rate Prosody) Word 
Structures 
Literal Inferential 
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      









Reading Instruction Model for Student Success 
 
Words       Word Study  
 Accuracy in: 
Phonics (Word Recognition) 
  Spelling 
  Vocabulary 
 
 Fluency  













Deep level- Students are proficient with the required word accuracy and fluency at 
the surface level to be successful in explicit comprehension instruction. 
 
Comprehension      Guided Reading 
 Background Knowledge 
 Comprehension Strategies 
 
Literal and Inferential  
 
The comprehension strategies should be introduced to students in modeled and shared 





































































































































































































































Part 2:  Literacy Evaluation (Administered at end of Tri 1,Tri 2, Tri 3) 
 
Please take a few moments to share any final thoughts about professional 
learning communities at your site.  
Which characteristic of professional learning teams do we currently do well?  
 
What can we celebrate?  
Which characteristic of professional learning teams seems the most intimidating?  
 
Why?  
Which characteristic of professional learning teams can we start working on today?  
 
What will our first step be?  
 
Who can help us in our efforts?  
 
 





















EVALUATION DAY 2 
Following are the final FIVE questions we will use to evaluate our Literacy PLC work. 
6) Have we developed intervention instructional plans for our top priority reading 
skills?  
      Yes     No  
7) Have we collectively determined the formative reading assessment to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the intervention? 
      Yes     No    
8) Does our team work interdependently to determine interventions? 
     Yes     No  
9) Does the team share results driven best practice interventions in reading? 
     Yes     No  
10) Do we demonstrate collective reflection on instructional practice and post 
intervention data to plan for continuous progress of reading to proficiency? 
      Yes     No  
 






Appendix B: Cover Letter to Conduct Study 
Dear Instructional Coaches, 
 
You are invited to participate in the Balanced Literacy Reading Program Implementation 
Survey.  The survey link will be provided on the enclosed consent form so you can take it 
on your own time or there will be time provided at a coaching meeting.  
 
Please read the enclosed consent form, which will provide you more information on the 















You are invited to participate in the Balanced Literacy Reading Program Implementation 
Survey.  The survey link will be provided on the enclosed consent form so you can take it 
on your own time.  
 
Please read the enclosed consent form, which will provide you more information on the 















Appendix C: Informed Consent for Instructional Coaches 
You are invited to take part in an evaluation study of the Balanced Literacy Reading 
Program Implementation. The researcher is inviting all instructional coaches who support 
teachers in the implementation of reading to take part in the study. This form is part of a 
process called “informed consent” to allow you to understand this study before deciding 
whether to take part. 
 
A researcher named Suzanne Anderson, who is a doctoral student at Walden University, 
is conducting this study. You may already know the researcher as a Teaching and 
Learning Specialist in Literacy for Anoka Hennepin District 11, but this study is separate 
from that role.  
 
Background Information: 
The purpose of this study is to gain knowledge about the current reading program from 
classroom teachers implementing the reading program and principals and instructional 
coaches who provide support.  
 
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to:  
• Participate in a one-time survey administered using Survey Monkey.  
• Take the survey on your own. (link below) 
• Complete the survey that takes approximately 30 minutes. 
There are 28 forced answer questions and 3 open ended questions. 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
This study is voluntary. Everyone will respect your decision of whether or not you 
choose to be in the study. No one at Anoka Hennepin School District will treat you 
differently if you decide not to be in the study. Declining or discontinuing will not 
negatively impact the participant’s relationship with the researcher. If you decide to join 
the study now, you can still change your mind later. You may skip a question or stop at 
any time. You are not waiving any legal claims, rights to remedies because of your 
participation in this research study. 
 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 
Being in this type of study involves some risk of the minor discomforts that can be 
encountered in daily life, such as fatigue and stress. Being in this study would not pose 
risk to your safety or wellbeing.  
 
Potential Benefits: The main benefit of this evaluation is that it will add to the research 
of balanced literacy practice in regard to teacher’s, instructional coach’s and principal’s 
perception of the implementation of a balanced literacy reading program. Data will 
provide feedback to improve reading programs in regard to resources, staff development, 







You will receive no payment or financial compensation for participating in this study. 
 
Privacy: 
This study will not include personal information such as your name, building or anything 
that can identify you in the study reports. Any information you provide will be kept 
confidential. Data will be kept secure by having all electronic data kept on a password-
protected computer. All data in paper copy will be kept in a locked file at the researcher’s 
home. Data will be kept for a period of at least 5 years, as required by the university. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
Walden University’s approval number for this study is 05-04-14-0134481 and it expires 
on May 4, 2015.  
 
Please print or save this consent form for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read the above information and I feel I understand the study well enough to make a 
decision about my involvement. Submitting the survey will be acknowledgement of my 












You may ask any questions you have now. Or if you have questions later, you may 
contact the researcher via 763-506-1068 or sue.anderson@anoka.k12.mn.us. If you want 
to talk privately about your rights as a participant, you can call a Walden University 






Appendix D: Informed Consent for Principals 
You are invited to take part in an evaluation study of the Balanced Literacy 
Reading Program Implementation. The researcher is inviting all principals and assistant 
principals to participate in this study. This form is part of a process called “informed 
consent” to allow you to understand this study before deciding whether to take part. 
 
A researcher named Suzanne Anderson, who is a doctoral student at Walden University, 
is conducting this study. You may already know the researcher as a Teaching and 
Learning Specialist in Literacy for Anoka Hennepin District 11, but this study is separate 
from that role.  
 
Background Information: 
The purpose of this study is to gain knowledge about the current reading program from 
classroom teachers implementing the reading program and principals and instructional 
coaches who provide support.  
 
Procedures: 
If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked to:  
• Participate in a one-time survey administered using Survey Monkey (link below)  
• Complete the survey which takes approximately 30 minutes  
There are 26 forced answer questions and 3 open ended questions. 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
This study is voluntary. Everyone will respect your decision of whether or not you 
choose to be in the study. No one at Anoka Hennepin School District will treat you 
differently if you decide not to be in the study. Declining or discontinuing will not 
negatively impact the participant’s relationship with the researcher. If you decide to join 
the study now, you can still change your mind later. You may skip a question or stop at 
any time. You are not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies because of your 
participation in this research study. 
 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 
Being in this type of study involves some risk of the minor discomforts that can be 
encountered in daily life, such as fatigue and stress. Being in this study would not pose 
risk to your safety or wellbeing.  
 
Potential Benefits: The main benefit of this evaluation is that it will add to the research 
of balanced literacy practice in regard to teacher’s, instructional coach’s and principal’s 





provide feedback to improve the reading programs in regard to resources, staff 




You will receive no payment or financial compensation for participating in this study. 
 
Privacy: 
This study will not include personal information such as your name, building or anything 
that can identify you in the study reports. Any information you provide will be kept 
confidential. Data will be kept secure by having all electronic data kept on a password-
protected computer. All data in paper copy will be kept in a locked file at the researcher’s 
home. Data will be kept for a period of at least 5 years, as required by the university. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 
 
Walden University’s approval number for this study is 5-05-14-0134481 and it expires on 
May 4, 2015. 
 
Please print or save this consent form for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read the above information and I feel I understand the study well enough to make a 
decision about my involvement. Submitting the survey will be acknowledgement of my 
signature for release, I understand that I am agreeing to the terms described above. 
 
Click on survey link to begin. 
 
Survey Link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ahprincipal	   






You may ask any questions you have now. Or if you have questions later, you may 
contact the researcher via 763-506-1068 or sue.anderson@anoka.k12.mn.us. If you want 
to talk privately about your rights as a participant, you can call a Walden University 






























Appendix H: Confidentiality Agreement 





Appendix I: Confidentiality Agreement 




















































































































Appendix M: Future Professional Development Topics Desired by Coaches for their 
Teachers 




(% and Number) 
Number of 
Respondent






(% and Number) 
Using assessments to 
inform instruction 17 5.9% (1/17) 16 87.5% 
(14/
16) 
Meeting the needs of 
advanced reading 
students 
17 0.0% (0/17) 17 82.4% (14/17) 
Accelerating students to 




strategies 17 0.0% (0/17) 17 76.5 % 
(13/
17) 
Progress Monitoring and 
the Problem Solving 
Chart 
17 5.9% (1/17) 16 75.0% (12/16) 
Guided Reading 
instruction 
17 17.7% (3/17) 14 71.4% (10/14) 
Building routines for 
independence 
17 5.9% (1/17) 16 68.8% (11/16) 
Sessions on phonemic 
awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension 
17 11.8% (2/17) 15 66.7% (10/15) 
Analyzing running 
records 
17 0.0% (0/17) 17 52.9% (9/17) 
Developmental Reading 
Assessment training 
17 17.7% (3/17) 14 28.6% (4/14) 
Whole Group Instruction 
(Making Meaning) 
17 











Appendix N: Future Professional Development Topics Desired by Coaches 
 
Type of Session Total Respondents 
Already Attended 
the Session 









(% and Number) 
Meeting the needs of 
advanced reading 
students 
        17 11.8% (2/17) 15 86.7% (13/15) 
Sessions on phonemic 
awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary and 
comprehension 
17 17.7% (3/17) 14 85.7% (12/14) 
Effective intervention 
strategies 17 23.5% (4/17) 13 84.6 % 
(11/13
) 
Accelerating students to 
grade level 
17 35.3% (6/17) 11 81.8% (9/11) 
Progress Monitoring and 
the Problem Solving 
Chart 
17 41.2% (7/17) 10 80.0% (8/10) 
Using assessments to 
inform instruction 
17 29.4% (5/17) 12 58.3% (7/12) 
Guided Reading 
instruction 
17 41.2% (7/17) 10 50% (5/10) 
Building routines for 
independence 
17 29.4% (5/17) 12 41.7% (5/17) 
Whole Group Instruction 
(Making Meaning) 
17 
 52.9% (9/17) 8 37.5% (3/8) 
Analyzing running 
records 
17 35.3% (6/17) 11 36.4% (4/11) 
Developmental Reading 
Assessment training 








Appendix O: Survey Respondent Descriptions 
 
Number of years of teaching experience  
	   1-­‐5	  years	   6-­‐10	  years	   11-­‐15	  years	   16-­‐20	  years	   21+	  years	  
Classroom	  
Teachers	   n=11	   n=33	   n=33	   n=13	   n=22	  
 
Number of years of coaching experience 




n=12	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  n=0	   n=1	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  n=3	  
 
Number of years of principal experience 
 1-2 years 3-5 years 5 -7 years 8-10 years 11+ years 
Principal      n=2         n=0       n=2       n=1     n=2 
 
 
